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Testing Cotton Varieties 
A PROCEDURE FOR MEASURING THEIR PERFORMANCE 
AND CHARACTERISTICS 
w. P. SAPPENFIELD* 
A precise but simple comparative analysis of the performance and charac-
teristics of cotton varieties often is difficult to obtain from the usual testing pro-
cedures. Discard of old varieties and release of new varieties frequently prohibits 
sufficient testing of variety groups to permit an accurate analysis. The measure-
ment of large numbers of characteristics, necessary to obtain an accurate descrip-
tion of varietal performance and traits, precludes hand calculator analyses. Usual-
ly only running averages are available. Levels of significance cannot be applied 
easily and selection of varieties possessing the best balance of relative produc-
tivity, disease resistance, and boll, ginning and fiber quality characteristics is 
often difficult and confusing. 
At best, variety test results are only guides. Seldom are test yields consis-
tently achieved in actual practice but usually the relative performances of vari-
eties in trials and in growers' fields are well correlated. Better testing procedures 
may help to improve the reliability of these guides. 
The standardized procedure described in this bulletin for testing cotton vari-
eties and for analysis and interpretation of data has been established to assist 
producers and users of southeast Missouri cotton to make a good choice of vari-
ety. Some implications of general performance relative to further varietal im-
provement are also included. 
*Professor of Field Crops, University of Missouri, Delta Center, Portageville. 
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MATERIALS AND METHODS 
Fourteen commercial cotton varieties were selected for testing: 
1. Deltapine Smoothleaf 8. Empire WR-61 
2. Deltapine 45 9. Rex Smoothleaf 
3. Stoneville 7 A 10. Stardel 
4. Stoneville 213 11. Auburn 56 
5. Delfos 9169 12. DeKalb 108 
6. Coker lOOA-WR 13. DeKalb 220 
7. Dixie King II 14. Auburn M 
These represented varieties commonly grown by producers in the Mississippi 
Delta and other areas of the Cotton Belt. Seeds of each variety were obtained 
annually from each of the originating agencies. Sixteen varieties were included 
in each year's trial but only the 14 listed were used during the three-year period, 
1963-65. At the end of each test cycle, normally three years, obsolete varieties 
were discarded and new ones added. Presumably, a test cycle can be terminated 
annually by analysis of varieties common in all trials grown during the latest 
three-year period. 
The varieties were grown in trials at sites that represented variable soils, 
disease centers, and cultural and date-of-planting conditions. These sites included 
(1) sandy loam soil, wilt-free, non-irrigated; (2) sandy loam soil infested with 
Verticillium wilt, irrigated; (3) Sharkey clay soil (gumbo), wilt-free, irrigated; 
( 4) sandy soil, infested with Fusarium wilt-root knot nematode disease complex; 
and (5) sandy loam soil, wilt-free, irrigated and trials planted in late May or 
early June. 
Test sites that represent variable soils, disease centers, and cultural and 
other conditions are most important for evaluating varietal adaptation in areas 
of concentrated cotton production, such as Southeast Missouri (2) . The test 
sites selected probably were quite representative, proportionally, of general soil 
type and disease conditions found in the Southeast Missouri cotton producing 
area. Sites 1, 2, 3, and 5 were on the Delta Center Research Farm at Portage-
ville and site 4 was located on the Malden sand ridge four miles south of Clark-
ton. Table 1 provides information concerning methods, cultural practices and 
other conditions prevailing at each test site during 1963-65. 
Immediately prior to picking each variety, 100-boll trash-free samples were 
collected within rows of plots of three replications. The samples were taken from 
the central two-thirds portion of the crop. Lint properties from the crop ex-
tremes, i.e. from bolls produced on the first fruiting branch and mainstem and 
lateral branch terminals, may be influenced critically by environmental variables 
and may not reflect maximum varietal differences (4). Non-rigid, stratified 
samples, therefore, should reflect genetic differences more accurately, especially 
lint quality characteristics. 
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Boll, ginning, and lint quality properties were determined using these 
samples. Some biases with respect to actual boll size, gin turn-out, and lint 
qualities were recognized. However, because most varietal differences were more 
or less relative and because time, labor, and finances often were limited, the 100-
boll, non-rigid stratified sampling technique appeared satisfactory for dual pur-
poses. For the most accurate results it is recognized that the kind of sample col-
lected should be determined by the specific objectives or characteristics to be 
measured. Additional information related to sampling procedures will be ob-
tained. 
All samples were processed and ginned on a 10-saw Eagle Continental gin. 
Quality measurements of 50-gram lint samples were made by the Fiber and Yarn 
Spinning Laboratories of the Cotton and Cordage Fibers Research Branch, Ag-
ricultural Research Service, Crops Research Division, USDA, at the University 
of Tennessee, Knoxville. 
Data collected included observations on yield, earliness, plant characteristics 
important to mechanization, disease reactions, boll, seed, ginning, fiber, and 
spinning properties. Twenty-four characteristics were measured and are defined 
below: 
Agronomic Properties 
1. Seed Cotton Yield .. . is reported in pounds per acre. In four-row plots only the 
middle two rows were harvested. In two-row plots, both rows were har-
vested. All trials on disease-infested soils were run in four-row plots to avoid 
excessive border effect and biased yields due to adjacent susceptible and re-
sistant varieties. 
2. Total Lint Yield . .. is reported in pounds per acre and determined by seed 
cotton (lbs/ acre) x percent lint (the mean lint percent of three replications 
for each variety). 
3. Lint Yield, First Picked . .. is reported in pounds of lint per acre produced by 
first picking. Target dates for first pickings usually were prior to October 
20, except in late plantings. To obtain maximum quality of lint in Southeast 
Missouri, the bulk of the crop should be picked not later than October 30 
most years. Late fall weather often causes rapid deterioration of lint quality. 
Under these conditions "early-maturing" is defined as the ability to produce 
maximum lint yields during a given period following planting. 
4. Stand . . . the average number of hills per plot for each variety in all replica-
tions. Twenty-five to 30 days after emergence, hills (12-14 inch centers) were 
uniformily thinned to the 3 most vigorous plants each. Uniform thinning 
probably helped to overcome some variation in varietal response due to 
variation in the quality of seed. The seed of the various varieties came from 
different sources and was often produced under different conditions, result-
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ing in some unavoidable quality variation. Hill counts sometimes reflected 
inherent seed quality, seedling vigor, and a degree of test reliability. 
5. The figure for "Days to First Flower" . . . is expressed as the average number 
of days from planting to first flower. It appears positively correlated with 
nodal position of first flowers, fruiting rate, and earliness of maturity, i.e., 
the fewer the days the lower the flowering position, the faster the fruiting, 
and the earlier the fruit matures. 
6. Seedling Vigor Index . .. a visual rating of vigorousness of growth from seed-
ling to first flower. Three replications of each variety in each test were usual-
ly observed approximately one week prior to first flower and rated: 
1 = excellent. 
2 =good. 
3 = fair. 
4 =poor. 
7. Height Index . .. a visual rating of height made on three replications in each 
trial just prior to harvest. Ratings were: 
1 = approximately 20 inches. 
2 = approximately 40 inches. 
3 = approximately 60 inches. 
8. Lodging Index . .. a visual rating made on three replications in each trial prior 
to harvest and based on: 
0 = plants upright and rigid. 
1 = plants showing slight arch. 
2 = plants showing moderate arch. 
3 = plants showing moderate arch and some root lodging. 
4 = plants showing severe root lodging and nearly prostrate position. 
9. Storm Resistance Index . .. a visual estimate of the degree of bur retention of 
locks, based on: 
1 = bolls fluffed but little stringing-out of locks. 
2 = bolls fluffed, locks loose and moderately stringy. 
3 = "pan-cake" or flat open-bolls, locks stringy with some shattering 
and drop. 
4 = locks excessively stringy and showing much shattering and ground 
loss of locks. 
Disease Reactions 
10. Verticillium Wilt .. . expressed as the average percent of plants showing wilt 
symptoms by September 1 in only the Verticillium wilt trials. Initial plant 
counts were made in all replications of plot rows expected to be harvested. 
Four wilt counts were made at approximately two-week intervals beginning 
about July 15 and ending with a final count September 1. The accumulative 
total was used to determine the percent of wilted plants. The percent of 
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Verticillium wilted plants has been found negatively correlated with varietal 
tolerance and susceptibility but this measurement was not as precise as with 
Fusarium wilt (6). Yield and quality of lint probably offered the best criteria, 
under field conditions, for measuring varietal tolerance and susceptibility 
to Verticillium wilt. 
11. Fusarium Wilt . .. expressed as the average percent of plants dead or showing 
wilt symptoms by September 1. These observations were available only for 
trials grown on the Fusarium wilt-root knot nematode plots at Clarkton. 
Following thinning, initial plant counts were made in plot rows expected 
to be harvested. Four periodic counts of infected plants were made for all 
replications of each variety. The first count was usually made July 15, ap-
proximately seven to ten days following initial symptom expression. The 
final count was taken around September 1. The first three counts consisted 
of dead plants and the fourth and final count consisted of dead and other 
plants exhibiting symptoms. The accumulative total was used in determin-
ing the total percentage of plants that showed wilt. The percentage of plants 
showing wilt was correlated negatively with inherent resistance and sus-
ceptibility; i.e., 0 to 10 percent highly resistant, 65 to 100 percent highly 
susceptible (6) . On sandy soils in Missouri, a high incidence of Fusarium 
wilt in cotton always has been found associated with a high incidence of 
root-knot nematode galling. Root-knot ratings, however, were not made. 
12. Bacterial Blight Incidence . .. is based on a visual estimate of the comparative 
degree of leaf infection which usually reflected resistance, tolerance, suscepti-
bility and expected damage due to bacterial blight incited boll rot. 
0 = no infection. 
1 = mild infection 
2 = moderate infection. 
3 = severe infection. 
Boll and Ginning Properties 
These were determined from 100-boll samples collected prior to harvest and 
from rows to be harvested in plots of three replications of each trial. 
13. Seed Index .. . a measure of seed size expressed as the gram weight of 100 
seeds. 
14. Seed Grade . .. a rating based upon fuzz pattern, amount and length of linters 
and ease of ginning. Standard grades ranged from 0 = naked seeds to 9 = 
seeds having dense, long tufted seed fuzz and exhibiting slow ginning char-
acteristics. 
15. Lint Percent: Gram Weight of Ginned Lim 
Gram Weight of Seedcotton Sample 
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16. Lint Index . .. a measure of seed lint density, expressed as the gram weight of 
lint on 100 seed and determined by: 
Percent Lint x Seed Index 
Percent Seed 
A calculated lint index, based on mean lint percents and mean seed indexes, 
is given. 
17. Boll Weight .. . gram weight per boll of seedcotton and determined by: 
Gram Weight of Seedcotton Sample 
Number of Bolls in Sample 
Fiber and Spinning Quality Determinations 
The interrelationships of fiber length, length uniformity, fiber strength, fiber 
fineness or coarseness and yarn strength frequently determine the mill perfor-
mance efficiency and end-use potential of a given lot of cotton. Hence, knowl-
edge of these properties aids in choice of good spinning cottons for specific uses. 
18. 2.5% Span Length . .. is the average length of fiber in inches of two determi-
nations on the raw fiber sample using the Fibro-sampler and Digital Fibro-
graph. Two and five-tenths of the fibers caught in the sample holder will 
extend this length or further, thereby approximating the Servo-Fibrograph 
Upper Half Mean (UHM) and the Classer's Staple. 
19. 50% Span Length . .. is the average length of fiber in inches of two determi-
nations on the raw fiber sample using the Fibre-sampler and Digital Fibro-
graph. Fifty percent of the fibers caught in the sample holder will extend 
this length or further. 
20. Length Uniformity Index . .. is determined by: 
50% Span Length x 100. 
2.5 Span Length 
Values obtained usually range between 33 and 48 for cotton. High values 
indicate high uniformity of fiber length. 
21. Micronaire . .. is a measure of fiber fineness or coarseness. 
3.4 and Below = fine and often immature. 
3.5 to 4.8 = premium range. 
4.9 and Above = coarse. 
22. Colorimeter Rd Values . .. as measured by the colorimeter indicate the degree 
of brightness and are expressed in percent reflectance. Increasing values of 
Rd indicate increasing brightness of sample. Colorimeter values may be use-
ful as indicators of weathering and fiber deterioration. 
23. Colorimeter b Values . .. as measured by the colorimeter indicate the degree of 
yellowness and increasing values of b indicate increasing yellowness of fiber. 
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24. Yam Strength . . . is the average breaking strength in pounds of 20 determina-
tions corrected to a yarn number of 27.0 tex and is in terms of the standard 
skein. The greater the value, the stronger the yarn. Yarn strength of 130 
and above is considered superior and below llO, inferior. Yarn number re-
flects yarn size. 1.0 tex yarn equals yarn weighing 1 gram per 1000 meters in 
length. 27.0 tex yarns approximate US standard 22's. Yarn strength probably 
is the single quality determination best correlated with manufacturing effi-
ciency. 
Statistical Interpretation of Data for Significance 
All data were analyzed statistically by the randomized block analysis of 
variance by the University of Missouri Computer Research Center. Variety means, 
combining locations and years but excluding data given in Table 7 for the late 
trials, are given; also, means for each location combining years. The Duncan's 
Multiple Range Test is included to permit simplicity of interpretation of results 
and easy differentiation of significance among variety means (1). 
1. The Duncan's Multiple Range Test of Significance . .. for .05 probability for va-
riety mean values is given. Means or values followed by the same letter are 
not significantly different. Means or values not followed by the same letter 
are significantly different. 
2. Coefficient of Variation . . . expressed as C. V. %, is a measure of the "within" 
test variation and indicates test reliability. The lower the C.V. %, the more 
reliable the test results. 
3. Mean . .. average for test or location. 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Interpretation of Data 
Performance data are given for 14 varieties grown annually in each of five 
trials, 1963-65. Description of the five trial sites: 
1. Sandy loam soil, irrigated, wilt-free (Table 3 ). 
2. Sandy loam soil, irrigated, infested with Verticillium wilt (Table 4). 
3. Heavy clay soil, irrigated, wilt-free (Table 5). 
4. Sandy soil, irrigated, infested with Fusarium wilt-root knot disease (Table 6). 
5. Sandy loam soil, irrigated, wilt-free, late planted test (Table 7). 
Variety means for 24 characteristics combining locations or sites (1-4) and 
years are given in Table 2. 
Use of the Duncan's Multiple Range Test of Significance permits easy in-
terpretation of data. Values followed by the same letter are not significantly dif-
ferent. Values not followed by the same letter are significantly different. Selec-
tion of varieties possessing the desired balance of yield, agronomic, and quality 
characteristics can be accomplished readily. Therefore, a detailed discussion of 
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the performance of varieties has been omitted intentionally here. The data pre-
sented provide guides for choosing the right variety for production and use. 
They also are helpful in establishing new objectives in the breeding of improved 
varieties. 
"Within-test" variation and the reliability of measurements: Coefficient of varia-
tion values were slightly high for yield at each location when years were com-
bined, except for trials grown on sandy loam soil which was irrigated and in-
fested with Verticillium wilt. Duncan's Multiple Range Test was especially use-
ful to denote significance among variety means. Although the occurrence of 
Verticillium wilt appeared highly variable the relative lateness of wilt occurrence 
during most seasons apparently did not significantly affect yields. The apparent 
variation in wilt may have been due, in part, to a late appearance of the Cercos-
pora-Alternaria leaf spot disease, preventing accurate wilt counts. 
Trials showing the highest coefficient of variation values were those grown 
on sandy, irrigated soil infested with the Fusarium wilt-root knot disease (Table 
6). The variability of incidence of this disease was noted especially during 1963 
and 1965, a rather typical occurrence probably the result of variation in disease 
inoculum potential (3 ). Agronomic practices to encourage disease uniformity, 
increasing the number of replications, or use of more precise plot designs may 
permit greater accuracy for measuring yield in future trials grown under these 
varying conditions. 
The reliability of visual observations often has been questioned, especially 
when measuring differences among traits sensitive to environmental influences. 
Even though such data may reflect general trends, precision often is of a low 
magnitude and only large differences are detectable. Measurements of lodging 
index, seedling vigor, and storm resistance fall in this category. Sometimes height 
measurements also were variable. The results indicate the need for more reliable 
means for measuring these traits. Less stringent ratings of more than three repli-
cations may prove adequate and more reflective of varietal differences. The high 
variation values for measuring bacterial blight incidence and percent wilted 
plants probably reflect the recognized disease incidence variation. Boll, seed, gin-
ning, and lint properties were measured with consistent accuracy. 
Implications from Variety Trials 
Evidence of Variety "Type" Adaptation: Early-maturing, disease-resistant va-
rieties consistently produced top average yields in trials conducted in Southeast 
Missouri during 1964-65, regardless of soil type (See Tables 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7). 
These results confirm earlier findings and illustrate that such varieties fulfill re-
quirements imposed by the variable soils and climatic and environmental condi-
tions of the region (5). This was demonstrated by the performance of Auburn 
M, a variety that is extra-early maturing, resistant to the Fusarium wilt-root knot 
disease and moderately tolerant to Verticil!ium wilt. 
This does not imply that Auburn M is the ultimate in varieties for South-
east Missouri. It lacks the lint quality characteristics presently desired by most 
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mills. However, the type it represents approximates a varietal type that likely 
would produce good yields consistently over a period of years. Other varieties 
that possessed different degrees of earliness and disease tolerance and expressed 
similar responses were Auburn 56, Stoneville 213, Deltapine 45, and Rex Smooth-
leaf. Moderate to late-maturing types rarely produced the top yields. 
Quality Status of Current Varieties: The lint qualities necessary for maximum 
spinning performance in mills manufacturing cotton textiles that require special 
treatments and finishes are not found among cotton varieties commonly grown 
in Southeast Missouri (7).Spinning tests indicate that most varieties grown there 
produce only average fiber. (See Tables 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7). 
If Missouri growers are to improve their competitive position with growers 
in other states, they must select varieties capable of producing longer and strong-
er fiber in the future. 
Such an order is difficult to fulfill since a cotton variety must serve two pur-
poses: (1) produce profitable lint yields for the grower and (2) produce lint of 
a quality desired by spinning mills for manufacture of superior consumer prod-
ucts. 
Some varieties produce good yields of low quality; others produce low lint 
yields of acceptable quality. But no adequately adapted varieties that give both 
high yield and high quality are available to Missouri growers at present. 
Production Potentials of Supplemental Irrigation and Different Soil Types: The 
sandy loam soil trials (Table 4) that received supplemental moisture, even in 
the presence of Verticillium wilt, produced over 300 pounds of lint per acre more 
than the nonirrigated, wilt-free trials (Table 3). Although these results were 
obtained in different trials in which small differences in fertilization occurred, 
their close proximity on identical soils permitted an estimate of potential differ-
ences in production on this soil type due to irrigation during 1963-65. Most 
other characteristics measured in the two trials appeared similar. 
The average lint yield of 1064 pounds per acre for all varieties was highest 
for the trial on irrigated sandy loam soil infested with Verticillium wilt (Table 
4). Even though wilt was present each year, significant infection usually was not 
obvious until late August, and apparently it did not greatly suppress yields. An 
average lint yield of 714 younds was obtained for the trial on sandy loam, non-
irrigated, wilt-free soil (Table 3); the yield was 695 pounds per acre on heavy 
clay (Table 5) and 444 pounds per acre on sand (Table 6). 
The susceptibility of most varieties to the Fusarium wilt-root knot disease 
was chiefly responsible for the low average yields on the irrigated sand. Resistant 
varieties, however, produced yields on sand comparable to the best varieties in 
trials on sandy loam, non-irrigated soils, and the irrigated heavy clay soils. 
Where irrigation and resistant varieties were used, the sandy loam soil gave 
higher average yields than the sandy soil. 
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Average lint percentages were lower, fiber was longer, and yarn strengths 
were slightly higher for varieties grown on the heavy clay soils (Table 5) . Two 
reasons may account for these differences: (1) Heavy clay soil usually exhibited 
a more consistent moisture pattern in relation to plant and fiber development 
needs than lighter soils, even when supplemental irrigation was supplied on the 
light soils. Cotton plants seldom exhibited obvious moisture stress even though 
they developed slowly on the heavy soil and often did not "grow-off' until mid-
July. (2) Slow development and the increased number of days from planting to 
first flower on clay soils indicated that maximum boll set and development oc-
curred during a period later in the season than on the lighter soils. In date-of-
plancing and late-planted variety trials, often the fiber produced in late plantings 
(after May 15) was longer and finer and lint percentages were lower than in 
earlier plantings (before May 10). The observed increase in yarn strength in 
such fiber is a function of lengt.li1: x fineness interaction. Since maximum fruit-
ing occurred during the late portion of the normal fruiting period higher yields 
were produced by the earlier-maturing and more prolific-fruiting varieties. 
Production Potentials of June Cotton in Southeast Missouri: Only the quick-
fruiting, prolific, and earliest-maturing varietal types can be expected to produce 
economical yields during most seasons when they are planted after May 20-25 
in Southeast Missouri. In Table 7, the average acre yield for all varieties grown 
in the June-planted trials was 540 pounds of lint. This yield should not be ex-
pected consistently from large acreages, but the prolific and earliest-maturing 
varieties likely will provide the best chances of success. The good yields of 
Auburn M illustrate the desirability of extra-early varieties for replantings or 
when late plantings are necessary. Successful breeding of improved extra-early 
types for special purposes and conditions probably can be accomplished by selec-
tion in late plantings of segregating populations or by selection among genetical-
ly diverse strains grown in late plantings. 
Plantings of early-maturing varieties, made a few days later than the normal, 
may often escape the rigors of cold wet soils and permit establishment of uni-
form stands of vigorous seedlings that result in uniform crops. Costly replant-
ings may be avoided. Precision in use of supplemental irrigation and amounts 
and timing of fertilizer applications should prevent premature "cut-out" of early 
types in areas where seasons are longer than those in Southeast Missouri. Often, 
yields obtained might even exceed those of later-maturing varieties planted at 
the earliest possible time. Slightly longer and finer fibers might also be obtained 
in the delayed plantings. 
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SUMMARY 
Fourteen commercial cotton varieties were grown in trials at sites that rep-
resented variable soils, disease centers, cultural practices and dates-of-planting in 
Southeast Missouri, 1963-65. 
The analysis of varietal performance and characteristics illustrated procedures 
employed in cotton variety testing and the analyses and interpretation of data. 
Early-maturing, disease-resistant varieties consistently produced the highest 
average yields and confirmed earlier findings that this "type" best fulfills soil, 
climatic, and environmental conditions in Southeast Missouri. 
The growing of varieties with improved spinning properties was stressed. 
The highest lint yields were obtained in trials on sandy loam soils that re-
ceived supplemental moisture. 
Only early-maturing and quick-fruiting varieties produced acceptable yields 
in late-planted trials. 
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APPENDIX 
TABLE 1--METHODS , CULTURAL PRACTICES AND CONDITIONS FOR COTTON VARIETY TRIALS, 1963-65 . 
Sand 
Sandy Loam Sandy Loam Heavy Cl ay Fusari um Wilt-
tvi lt-free Verticilli um Wi lt Wi lt-free Root Knot 
Non-irr igated Irrigated Irr i ga t ed Irrigated 
'63 '64 '65 '63 '64 '65 '63 ' 64 '65 ' 63 '64 ' 65 
Portagevi ll e Por tagevill e Portagevill e Cl ark t on 
None None None Severe 
Trace Moderate-Severe None None 
li ght-moderat e light l ight li ght 
mod+ mod. mod. severe 
Randomi zed Bl ock Randomized Bl ock Randomi zed Block Randomized Block 
5 5 5 5 
3 3 3 3 
4 rows x 50 ' 2 rows 4 rows x 50 ' 4 rO\'IS X 57 ' 4 rm~s x 33 ' 
6/4 5/5 4/30 5/6 5/8 5/ l 5/4 5/6 5/ 4 5/13 4/30 5/ 3 
70-60-60 80-60-60 90-60-60 80-60-60 
2-3 pl ants/12" hill s 2-3 plan t s/12" hill s 2-3 pl ants/ 12" hi l ls 2-3 plants/12" hi l ls 
Chemi ca l +cult i vation Chemical+culti vati on Chemi cal+cul tivation Chemi ca l +cul ti vat i on 
l 0 0 3 2 2 2 2 l 5 3 5 
Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended 
10/ 16 9/23 9/20 9/26 9/23 9/20 10/l None 10/ l 10/16 9/ 24 9/1 7 
Machine Hand Machi ne Machi ne Hand Hand Machi ne 
100- Boll s l 00- Boll s l DO-Boll s l 00-Bo 11 s 
l l /l 10/18 10/5 10/9 10/18 10/5 10/18 10/30 10/20 10/29 10/l 2 10/ 16 
10/29 10/27 ll / 12 10/29 10/27 ll/8 10/28 
.!! Acid-delinted, fungicide- treated seed of al l varieties v1as hill-drop planted using a 4-row v-belt planter. 
Sandy Loam 
Wil t -free 
I r r igated 
Lat e-Pl anted l! 
'63 ' 64 ' 65 
Por t agevi l l e 
Trace 
Trace 
Li ght-moderate :::0 
tY1 
V> 
light tY1 > ::a 
Randomized Block () 
::r: 
5 to 
c 
r< 3 r< 
4 rows x 50' 2 rows tY1 ....j 
6/4 6/3 5/ 31 z 
\() 
60-65-65 ,_. \() 
2- 3 plant s/ 12" hills 
Chemical +cul tivation 
l 2 2 
Recommended 
10/16 None None 
Machine 
lOD-Bo ll s 
ll / l l l /24 ll / 2 
11/16 
,_. 
"' 
TABLE 2--PERFORMANCE ANO CHARACTERISTICS OF VARIETIES COMBINING LOCAT IONS AND YEARS, l963-65l/ 
Variety Seed Cotton-Lbs/Acre Variety Total Lint-Lbs/Acre Variety Lint-Lbs/Acre-1st Pick 
Auburn M 2349 a Auburn M 863 a Auburn M 811 a 
Auburn 56 2310 a Auburn 56 827 ab Auburn 56 742 b 
Rex SL 2106 b De ltapi ne 45 785 be De ltapi ne 45 709 be 
DeKalb 108 2092 b DeKalb 108 768 ed Stonevi 11 e 213 700 bed 
Deltapine 45 2054 be Stoneville 213 768 cd Rex SL 696 cd 
Stoneville 213 2009 bed Rex SL 755 cde DeKalb 108 690 cd 
DeKalb 220 1986 bcde DeKalb 220 732 def DeKalb 220 657 de 
Empire WR-61 1948 cdef Coker lOOA-WR 716 ef 9 Coker lOOA-WR 637 ef Coker lOOA-WR 1925 def Dixie King II 702 fgh Empire ~IR-6 1 635 efg 
Dixie King II 1882 ef Empire WR-61 699 fgh Dixie King II 624 efg 
Delfos 9169 1856 f9 Stoneville 7A 673 gh De ltapi ne SL 597 fgh 
Stoneville 7A 1758 gh Deltapine SL 671 h Stone vi 11 e 7A 593 gh 
De ltapi ne SL 1733 h Del fos 9169 643 j Delfos 9169 574 hi 
Stardel 1566 Stardel 608 j Stardel 537 
Mean 1970 729 657 
c.v. % 15.04 14.82 16.21 
Variety Stand-Hills/Plot Variety 1st Flower-Days from Planting Variety Verticillium Wilt-%Wilted Plants.sf 
Stoneville 213 88 a Delfos 9169 66 a Stardel 34 a 
Auburn 56 88 a Stoneville 7A 65 ab Delfos 9169 22 b 
Deltapine SL 86 ab Dixie King II 65 ab Dixie King II 21 be 
Rex SL 86 ab Stone vi 11 e 213 64 be DeKalb 108 21 be 
DeKalb 108 86 ab Deltapine 45 64 be Empire WR-61 20 be 
Delfos 9169 86 ab Coker lOOA-WR 64 be Stoneville 213 20 be 
Stoneville 7A 86 ab Deltapine SL 64 be Auburn 56 19 be 
DeKalb 220 86 ab DeKalb 220 63 cd Coker lOOA-WR 19 be Dixie King II 85 be Rex SL 63 ed Auburn M 19 be Auburn M 85 be Empire WR-61 63 ed Rex SL 17 be 
Empire WR-61 85 be DeKalb 108 63 ed Deltapine 45 17 be 
De ltapi ne 45 84 bed Stardel 63 ed De ltapi ne SL 17. be Coker lOOA-WR 83 cd Auburn 56 62 de DeKalb 220 17 be 
Stardel 82 d Auburn M 61 e Stoneville 7A 13 e 
Mean 86 64 20 
c.v. % 5.59 2.52 53 .63 
l/ Means for twel ve trials . 
.sf Data from verticillium wilt trials only (Table 4). 
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TABLE 2--(CONTINUED) 
Variety Fusarium Wilt-%\oli lted Plantsll Variety Vacterial Blight Incidenc~ Variety Seedling Vigor lndexlf 
Stardel 85 a Auburn M l. 9 a De ltapi ne SL 2. 7 a 
Stoneville 7A 75 ab Coker lOOA-WR l.8 a Stardel 2.7 a 
Deltapine SL 72 be Auburn 56 1.6 ab Stoneville 7A 2.2 b 
Delfos 9169 60 cd Stardel 1.6 ab Auburn M 2.2 b 
Stoneville 213 57 d Delfos 9169 1.3 be Coker 1 DOA-WR 2.0 be 
DeKalb 220 41 e Dekalb 108 l. 2 be DeKalb 220 2.0 be 
Rex SL 37 ef DeKalb 220 l.l cd Empire WR-61 2.0 be 
Empire WR-61 33 ef Deltapi ne 45 .9 cde Dixie King II 2.0 be 
Dixie King II 30 ef Empire WR-6 l .8 cde Delfos 9169 l.8 cd 
Deltapine 45 28 f Deltapine SL .7 de DeKalb 108 l.8 cd 
DeKalb 108 27 f Dixie King II . 7 de Rex SL l.8 cd 
Coker lOOA-WR 25 f Stoneville 7A .6 e Stonevi 11 e 213 l. 8 cd 
Auburn 56 9 g Stonevi 11 e 213 .6 e Deltapine 45 l. 5 d 
?=' Auburn M 7 g Rex SL .D Auburn 56 1. 5 d tT1 
en 
Mean 42 l.O 2.0 tT1 > c.v. % 34.04 47.68 23.42 !:ti 
() 
::r: 
tp 
Variety Height Index Variety Lodging Index Variety Storm Resistance Index c r 
r 
Coker lOOA-HR 2.3 a Rex SL 1.6 a Stonevi 11 e 213 2.4 a tT1 >--l 
DeKalb 108 2. 3 a Empire WR-61 1. 4 ab De ltapi ne 45 2.4 a z Dixie King II 2.2 ab Dixie King II l. 3 be Starde 1 2.3 ab 
DeKalb 220 2.2 ab Coker l OOA-l·IR l.3 be Dixie King II 2.3 ab \0 ,_. 
~mpi re \o!R-61 2.2 ab DeKalb 220 l. 3 be DeKalb 220 2. 3 ab \0 
De ltapi ne 45 2. 1 be Delfos 9169 l. 2 bed Stoneville 7A 2.3 ab 
Auburn 56 2. 1 be DeKalb 108 l. 2 bed Deltapine SL 2.2 ab 
Delfos 9169 2.1 be Auburn M l. 2 bed Coker lOOA-fJR 2.2 ab 
Stoneville 7A 2.1 be Stardel l. l bed DeKalb 108 2.1 be 
Stonevi 11 e 213 2.0 e Stoneville 7A l. 1 bed Empire 14R-61 l. 9 cd 
Starde 1 2.0 c De ltapi ne 45 l. l bed Rex SL l. 9 cd 
De ltapi ne SL 1.8 d Stoneville 213 l.O cd De lfos 9169 l. 9 cd 
Auburn M l.8 d De ltapi ne SL .9 d Auburn M l.8 d 
Rex SL l. 7 d Auburn 56 .9 d Auburn 56 l. 7 d 
Mean 2.1 l. 2 2.1 
c.v. % 13 .66 41.27 18.98 
l! Data from fusarium wilt trials only (Table 6). ,_. 
2/ 1964 data only . ..__. 
Ji 1964-65 data only. 
...... TABLE 2--(CONTINUED) 00 
Variety Seed Index Variety Seed Grade Variety Lint Percent 
Empire VIR-61 14. 7 a Coker lOOA-HR 7.6 a De ltapi ne SL 38.4 a Auburn M 13.7 b DeKa 1 b 108 7.5 a Stardel 38. 1 ab Rex SL 13. 7 b Delfos 9169 7.4 ab De ltapi ne 45 37.9 ab Dixie King II 13.2 c Empire HR-61 7 .4 ab Stoneville 7A 37. 9 ab De lfos 9169 13.2 c Dixie King II 7.4 ab Stoneville 213 37 .8 b ~ Auburn 56 12.8 d DeKalb 220 7 .4 ab Dixie King II 36.8 c en DeKalb 108 12.7 de Stoneville 213 7. 2 be Coker lOOA-vlR 36 .6 cd en DeKalb 220 12.5 e Stoneville 7A 7.2 be Auburn M 36.4 Cd 0 c::: De ltapi ne 45 12.0 f Auburn 56 7.2 be DeKalb 220 36.4 ed ~ Coker lOOA-fJR 12.0 f Stardel 7.2 be DeKalb 108 36.3 d Starde l l l. 7 g Auburn M 7. l cd Auburn 56 35 .7 e :> Stoneville 213 ll. 6 g Rex SL 6.9 de Rex SL 35.5 e G"l :>;l Stoneville 7A l l. 5 g De ltapi ne 45 6.8 e Empire HR-61 35.4 e r; De ltapi ne SL 10.5 Deltapine SL 6.3 De lfos 9169 34 . 0 c::: 
t-' 
Mean 12.6 7.2 36.6 
., 
c:: c. v. % 3. 99 5.04 2.25 ::<:! 
> 
r< 
tT1 
>< Variety Lint Index Variety Boll Ht . Vari ety 50% Span Length 'O 
tr1 
::<:! Empire HR-61 8. l Empire HR-6 l 7.2 a Coker lOOA-HR . 56 a ~ Auburn .. M 7 .8 Dixie King II 7.0 ab Delfos 9169 .55 ab tn Dixie King II 7.7 DeKalb 108 6.7 be Deltapine 45 .54 be z Rex SL 7.5 De lfos 9169 6. 7 be DeKalb 220 .54 be ., De ltapi ne 45 7.3 Rex SL 6.7 be DeKalb 108 .54 be C/l ., Stardel 7.2 Auburn M 6.5 e Auburn M . 54 be > DeKalb 108 7.2 DeKalb 220 6.5 c Stonevi 11 e 213 .54 be ., Auburn 56 7.1 Auburn 56 6.4 ed Auburn 56 .54 be 0 DeKalb 220 7. l Coker l OOA-l·JR 6.1 de Deltapine SL .54 be z Stoneville 7A 7.0 Stoneville 213 5.9 e Stoneville 7A .54 be Stoneville 213 7.0 Deltapine 45 5.9 e Dixie King II .53 c Coker lOOA-HR 6.9 Stoneville 7A 5.8 ef Rex SL .53 c De lfos 9169 6.8 Deltapine SL 5.5 fg Empire iiR-61 .53 c Deltapine SL 6.5 Stardel 5.4 g Stardel . 53 e 
Mean 7.2 6.3 
.54 c. v. % 8. 91 4. 13 
TABLE 2--(CONTINUED) 
Variety 2.5% Span Length Va riety Length-Uni fonni ty Index Variety Mi crona i re 
De lfos 9169 1. 22 a Auburn M 47 a Stoneville 213 5 . 0 a Coker lOOA-WR 1. 19 b Deltapine 45 47 a Stoneville 7A 5.0 a DeKalb 220 l. 17 c Stonevi 11 e 213 47 a De ltapi ne 45 4 .9 ab Stonevi lle 7A l. 15 d Auburn 56 47 a De ltapi ne SL 4.8 be 
DeKalb 108 l. 15 d DeKalb 108 4 7 a Stardel 4 . 7 cd De ltapi ne SL l. 14 de Deltapine SL 47 a Coker lDOA- WR 4.7 cd 
Stardel l. 14 de Coker lOOA-WR 46 ab Auburn 56 4.7 cd 
De ltapi ne 45 l. 14 de Di xi e King II 46 ab Dixie King I I 4.7 cd Empire WR-61 l. 13 e Re x SL 46 ab DeKalb 220 4.6 d Auburn 56 l. 13 e DeKalb 220 46 ab DeKalb 108 4.6 d 
Rex SL 1. 13 e Empire HR-61 46 ab Auburn M 4 . 6 d Dixie King II l. 13 e Stonevi ll e 7A 46 ab Rex SL 4 . 4 e ?:J Stone vi 11 e 213 l. 13 e Starde l 46 ab Delfos 9169 4.4 e tT1 (/) Auburn M l.13 e Delfos 9169 45 b Empire WR- 61 4.2 tT1 
> 
::<" Mean 1. 15 46 4. 6 () 
c.v. % 2. 10 2.81 4.03 :r: 
tp 
c 
t"" 
Colorimeter Rdrr-- ColorimeterQ_l 
t"" Var i ety Vari ety Var ie ty Yarn Strength- 22's tT1 >-l 
De ltapi ne SL 77 a Dixie King II 8 .1 a Stardel 126 a z 
DeKalb 220 76 a Empire WR-61 8.0 ab Deltapine SL 120 b \D Rex SL 76 a DeKalb 220 7. 9 abe Empire fJR- 6 l 120 b 
,..... 
\D Stoneville ?A 76 a DeKalb 108 7.9 abe De ltapi ne 45 11 9 be 
Auburn 56 76 a Coker lOOA-WR 7. 9 abed Coker 1 OOA- \.IR 119 be 
Delfos 9169 76 a Stonev ill e 213 7.8 bede DeKa lb 220 11 9 be 
Deltapine 45 76 a Auburn 56 7.8 bede DeKa l b 108 119 be 
Stardel 76 a De l fos 9169 7 .8 bede Di x i e King I I 119 be 
Stone vi 11 e 213 76 a Auburn M 7.7 cde Stonevi 11 e 7A 11 7 ed 
Auburn M 76 a Sta rde l 7.7 ede Delfos 9169 11 7 ed 
Coke r lOOA-WR 76 a De ltapi ne 45 7. 7 ede Auburn 56 116 de 
Empire WR-61 76 a Rex SL 7 . 6 de Rex SL 11 5 de 
DeKalb 108 76 a Stoneville 7A 7.6 de Stonevil l e 21 3 11 5 de 
Dixie King II 74 De ltapi ne SL 7.6 e Auburn M 114 e 
Mean 76 7. 8 118 c. v. % 2.09 5 . 03 3 . 45 
,..... 
.!/ 1964- 1965 only. \D 
Variety 
Auburn 56 
Auburn M 
Stoneville 213 
Rex-SL 
DeKalb 108 
DeKalb 220 
Deltapine 45 
Delfos 9169 
Empire WR-61 
Coker lOOA-~IR 
Dixie King II 
Stoneville 7A 
Stardel 
De ltapi ne SL 
Mean 
c. v. % 
Variety 
Deltapine SL 
Stone vi 11 e 213 
DeKalb 108 
Auburn 56 
Stoneville 7A 
Delfos 9169 
Empire WR-61 
Rex-SL 
DeKalb 220 
Dixie King II 
Auburn M 
De ltapi ne 45 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Stardel 
Mean 
c.v. % 
TABLE 3--PERFORMANCE AND CHARACTERISTICS OF VARIETIES GROWN ON SANDY LOAM, WILT-FREE, 
NON-IRRIGATED SOIL COMBINING YEARS 1963-65l/ 
Seed Cotton-Lbs/Acre Variety Total Lint-Lbs/Acre Variety Lint-Lbs/Acre-1st Pick 
2159 a Auburn M 789 a Auburn M 751 a 
2131 a Stoneville 213 769 ab Stoneville 213 731 ab 
1995 ab Auburn 56 768 abc Auburn 56 713 abe 
1984 abc De ltapi ne 45 747 abed DeKalb 220 686 abed 
1974 abe DeKalb 220 731 abed De ltapi ne 45 684 abed 
1962 abed DeKa 1 b 108 724 abed DeKalb 108 683 abed 
1932 abed Rex-SL 712 abed Rex-SL 671 bed 1907 bed Stoneville 7A 691 bed Empire \·JR-61 657 bed 
1874 bed Coker lOOA-WR 688 ed Stardel 638 ed 
1828 bed Empire WR-61 688 ed Coker 1 OOA-~JR 637 cd 
1786 bed Stardel 676 d Stoneville 7A 634 d 1766 cd Di xie King II 675 d Dixie King II 632 d 
1749 d De ltapi ne SL 671 d Delfos 9169 623 d 
1743 d Del fos 9169 669 d De ltapi ne SL 613 d 
1914 714 668 
13. 69 13.33 13. 61 
Stand-Hills/Plot Variety 1st Flower-Days from Planting Variety Bacterial Blight Incidence 
94 a Delfos 9169 63 a Auburn M 3.0 a 
93 ab Stoneville 7A 62 ab Coker 1 ODA-WR 3.0 a 
92 abc Di xie King II 62 abc Auburn 56 2.7 ab 
92 abc Rex-SL 61 bed Stardel 2. 3 ab 
92 abc Stonevill e 213 61 bed Empire WR-61 2. 3 ab 
92 abc De ltapi ne 45 61 bed Delfos 9169 2. 3 ab 
92 abc De ltapi ne SL 60 ed DeKalb 108 2.3 ab 
92 abe DeKa lb 220 60 ed DeKalb 220 2.0 abe 
91 bed Auburn 56 60 ed De ltapi ne 45 l. 7 be 
90 bed Coker lOOA-HR 60 ed Stoneville 213 1.0 c 
90 bed DeKalb 108 60 ed De ltapi ne SL 1.0 c 
90 bed Empi re WR-61 60 cd Stoneville 7A 1.0 c 
89 cd Stardel 60 cd Dixie King II 1.0 c 
88 d Auburn M 59 d R~x-SL 0.0 
91 61 1.8 
3.98 2.18 47.68 
ll Means for three trial s. 
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TABLE 3-- (CONTINUED) 
Variety Seedling Vi gor Index Variety Height Index Variety Lodging Index 
De ltapi ne SL 2.5 a Di xie Ki ng II 2. 4 a Rex- SL 1.6 a St ardel 2. 5 a DeKal b 108 2.4 a Empi re WR-61 l. l b Auburn M 2.0 b Coker lOOA-WR 2.3 a St arde l 1.0 be Stonevi 11 e 7 A l. 8 be Empire WR-61 2.3 a Dixi e King II 1.0 be Empire WR-61 l. 7 bed Stonevi ll e 7A 2. 3 a Coker l OOA-WR 1.0 be Coker l OOA-WR l. 7 bed Delfos 9169 2.3 a Del fos 9169 .9 be Rex-SL l. 5 ede DeKal b 220 2. 3 a DeKal b 220 .9 be DeKal b 220 l. 5 ede Stardel 2.3 a DeKal b 108 .9 be DeKalb 108 1. 3 def Deltapi ne 45 2.2 a Auburn 56 .8 bed St onevi ll e 213 1.3 def Deltapi ne SL 2. 2 a Auburn M .8 bed Delfos 9169 l. 2 ef Stone vi 11 e 213 2.1 ab Stonevi ll e 7A . 7 ed ~ De ltapi ne 45 l. 2 ef Auburn 56 2. 1 ab De ltapi ne 45 .7 ed tI1 Di xie King II l. 2 ef Rex-SL l. 8 b Stoneville 213 .7 cd 
"' tI1Auburn 56 l.O f Auburn M 1. 8 b Deltapine SL .6 d :;... 
?' Mean l.6 2.2 
.9 () ::r: c.v . % 21.75 14.18 33 . 50 tp 
c:: 
t-' 
t-' 
tI1 Variety Storm Res i stance Index Variety Seed Index Vari ety Seed Grade >-! ,_.. 
z Stonevill e 213 2.8 a Empi re WR-61 14 . l a Coker l OOA-WR 7. 7 a \D St onevill e 7A 2.6 ab Rex-SL 13.7 a Delfos 9169 7 .6 ab ,_. DeKalb 220 2.4 abc Auburn M 13 . l b Empi re WR-61 7.4 abe \D Del t api ne 45 2.3 bed Delfos 9169 13.0 be Stone vi 11 e 213 7.4 abc Di xie King II 2.3 bed Auburn 56 12 . 6 be DeKa l b 220 7.4 abe Coker l OOA-WR 2.3 bed DeKal b 108 12. 5 be DeKalb 108 7.4 abc St ardel 2.2 bed DeKa l b 220 12.4 cd Di xie Ki ng II 7. 3 be Del fos 9169 2.1 ede Di xie King I I 12.3 de Rex-SL 7.3 be DeKal b 108 2. 1 ede Deltapine 45 11 .8 def Auburn M 7.3 be Auburn 56 2. 1 cde Coker l OOA-vJR l l. 7 ef Aubur n 56 7. 3 be De ltapi ne SL 2. l ede Stonevill e 7A 11. 2 f Stonevill e 7A 7.2 c Rex-SL 2.0 de Stonevill e 213 11 . 2 f St ardel 7.2 e Auburn M 2.0 de St ardel l l. l f De ltapi ne 45 6.9 d Empire WR-61 1.8 e Deltapine SL 10. 3 Deltapi ne SL 6.4 
Mean 2.2 12 . 2 7.3 N c. v. % 16.52 4. 26 3.61 ,_. 
TABLE 3--(CONTINUED) N 
N 
Variety Lint Percent Variety Lint Index Variety Boll Wt. 
Starde l 38.4 a Empire WR -61 8.0 Empire WR-61 7.7 a 
De ltapi ne 45 38.3 ab Auburn M 7.6 Dixie King II 7.2 ab 
Stonev i lle 7A 38.3 ab Rex-SL 7.5 Rex-SL 6.9 be 
De ltapi ne SL 38 . l abe De ltapi ne 45 7.3 De l fos 9169 6.8 be 
Stone vi 11 e 213 38.0 abed DeKa l b 220 7. 3 DeKa l b 108 6.7 be 
Dix ie King II 37.3 bede Dixie King I I 7.3 DeKa l b 220 6.4 ed ~ 
Coker l OOA-WR 37.l edef DeKalb 108 7. 2 Auburn 56 6. 3 ed ~ rn 
DeKa l b 220 37 . 0 def Auburn 56 7. l Auburn M 6.3 cd rn 0 
Auburn M 36.8 ef Stoneville 7A 7 .0 Coker lOOA-~JR 6.0 de c 
DeKalb 108 36 .5 efg Stonev i 11 e 213 6.9 Stoneville 7A 5.8 de ~ 
Auburn 56 36 . 2 fg Coker l OOA-WR 6.9 De ltapi ne 45 5.8 de > Empire l~R-6 1 36.2 fg Starde l 6.9 Stardel 5.6 e 0 
Rex-SL 35 .5 g Del fos 9169 6.8 Stonevi 11 e 213 5.6 e ~ 
De l fos 9169 34.5 De ltapi ne SL 6.3 Deltapine SL 5.5 e r; 
c 
Mean 37 .0 7.2 6.3 .. .., 
c.v. % 2.55 9. 71 c ~ 
> 
.. 
t:n 
Variety 50% Span Length Variety 2. 53 Span Length Variety Length-Uniformity Index ;x: "O 
tl1 
De l fos 9169 . 56 a De l fos 9169 l . 20 a De ltapi ne 45 47 a ~ :i Coker lOOA-WR .55 ab Coke r l OOA -l·JR l. 17 b Stonevi ll e 213 47 a tl1 
Stonev i lle 7A .54 abc DeKa l b 220 l.15 be Stonevill e 7A 47 a z 
DeKal b 108 . 54 abe Stonevil l e 7A l. 15 be Coker l DOA-WR 47 a .., 
Stonev i 11 e 213 . 54 abc DeKalb 108 l. 15 be Deltapine SL 47 a (/) 
De ltapi ne 45 .54 abc De ltap i ne SL l. 14 bed Auburn M 47 a 
.., 
> 
De ltap i ne SL .54 abc Empire ~JR-6 1 l. 13 ed DeKalb 108 47 a >-l 
Empire WR-61 .53 abc Stardel l. 13 cd Auburn 56 46 ab 0 
DeKa l b 220 . 53 'abc Stoneville 213 l. 13 cd Empi re HR-61 46 ab z 
Starde l .52 be Rex-SL l. 12 cd Rex-SL 46 ab 
Auburn 56 . 52 be De l tapine 45 l. 12 ed Stardel 46 ab 
Rex-SL .52 be Auburn 56 l.11 d Di xie King II 46 ab 
Auburn M . 52 c Dixie Ki ng II l.11 d DeKalb 220 46 ab 
Dixie King II .51 c Auburn M l.11 d Delfos 9169 45 b 
Mean . 53 l.14 46 
c.v. % 4.65 2. 36 2. 93 
TABLE 3--(CONTINUED) 
Variety 
Stoneville 213 
Deltapine 45 
Stoneville 7A 
Deltapine SL 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Stardel 
Auburn 56 
DeKalb 220 
DeKalb 108 
Auburn M 
Dixie King II 
Delfos 9169 
Rex-SL 
Empire ~JR-61 
Mean 
c.v. % 
Variety 
Stardel 
De ltapi ne SL 
Dixie King II 
DeKalb 108 
DeKalb 220 
Deltapine 45 
Stonevi 11 e 213 
Empire WR -61 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Auburn 56 
Delfos 9169 
Stoneville 7A 
Auburn M 
Rex-SL 
Mean 
c.v. % 
Mieronaire 
5.1 a 
4.9 ab 
4.9 ab 
4.8 be 
4.8 be 
4. 7 bed 
4.7 bed 
4. 7 bed 
4.6 ede 
4. 6 ede 
4. 5 def 
4.4 ef 
4. 3 f 
4.3 f 
4.7 
4.02 
Yarn Strength-22's 
123 a 
120 ab 
119 abe 
118 bed 
118 bed 
118 bed 
115 ede 
115 ede 
115 ede 
115 cde 
115 cde 
114 de 
114 de 
113 e 
117 
3.93 
Variety 
Deltapine SL 
Stardel 
DeKalb 220 
Deltapine 45 
DeKalb 108 
Stoneville 213 
Rex-SL 
Empire ~JR-61 
Auburn M 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Stoneville 7A 
Delfos 9169 
Auburn 56 
Dixie King II 
Colorimeter Rd 
77 a 
76 ab 
76 ab 
76 ab 
76 ab 
76 ab 
75 b 
75 b 
75 b 
75 b 
75 b 
75 b 
75 b 
72 
75 
l. 79 
Variety 
Dixie King II 
Empire WR-61 
Delfos 9169 
Coker l OOA-~JR 
Auburn M 
Oeltapine SL 
Deltapine 45 
Stoneville 213 
DeKalb 220 
Rex-SL 
DeKalb 108 
Auburn 56 
Stoneville 7A 
Stardel 
Colorimeter b 
8.9 a 
8.2 b 
8.1 b 
7.9 b 
7.9 b 
7.9 b 
7.9 b 
7.9 b 
7.8 b 
7.8 b 
7.8 b 
7.8 b 
7 . 8 b 
7. 7 b 
8.0 
4. 77 
?:' 
tr1 
(/) 
trl 
> );O 
() 
::r:: 
tJ:j 
c 
t-' 
t-' 
tr1 
..., 
z 
\D ,._. 
\D 
N 
\J-> 
Variety 
Auburn 56 
Auburn M 
Stoneville 213 
Rex SL 
DeKalb 220 
Stoneville 7A 
Deltapine 45 
Dixie King II 
Deltapine SL 
DeKalb 1D8 
Delfos 9169 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Empire WR-61 
Stardel 
Mean 
c.v. % 
Variety 
Auburn 56 
Stoneville 213 
DeKalb 220 
Dixie King II 
Delfos 9169 
Deltapine SL 
DeKalb 108 
Stoneville 7A 
Auburn M 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Stardel 
Rex-SL 
Empire WR-61 
Deltapine 45 
Mean 
c.v. % 
TABLE 4--PERFORMANCE AND CHARACTERISTICS OF VARIETIES GROWN ON SANDY LOAM, VERTICILLIUM WILT-INFESTED, 
IRRIGATED SOIL, COMBINING YEARS, 1963-65.l/ 
Seed Cotton-Lbs/Acre Variety Total Lint-Lbs/Acre Variety Lint-Lbs/Acre-1st Pick 
3072 a Stoneville 213 ll55 a Auburn M 992 a 
2956 ab Stoneville 7A l ll 9 ab Stoneville 213 980 ab 
2949 abe Auburn 56 lll6 ab Auburn 56 955 abe 
2915 abc Deltapine 45 1110 ab Deltapine 45 938 abe 
2881 be Auburn M 1107 ab Rex-SL 931 abed 
2853 bed Deltapine SL 1100 abe Deltapine SL 923 bede 
2840 bcde DeKalb 220 1078 bed DeKalb 220 905 ede 
2798 bede Rex-SL 1067 bed Stoneville 7A 893 ede 
2796 bede Dixie King II 1057 bed DeKalb 108 871 def 
2781 ede DeKalb 108 1043 ed Dixie King II 868 def 
2778 ede Coker lOOA-WR 1024 de Coker l OOA-WR 862 ef 
2693 de Stardel 974 e Empire WR-61 817 fg 
2676 e Delfos 9169 973 e Delfos 9169 800 g 
2439 Empire WR-61 971 e Stardel 793 g 
2816 1064 895 
7.09 6.97 8.36 
Stand-Hills/Plot Variety lst Flower-Days from Planting variety Vertieillium Wilt-%Wilted Plants 
95 a Stoneville 7A 63 a Stardel 34 a 
95 ab Delfos 9169 62 ab Delfos 9169 22 b 
95 ab Stoneville 213 62 ab Dixie King II 21 be 
95 ab Deltapine SL 62 ab DeKalb 108 20 be 
94 ab Empire WR-61 62 ab Empire WR-61 20 be 
94 ab Rex-SL 62 ab Stone vi 11 e 213 20 be 
93 abc Dixie King II 62 ab Auburn 56 19 be 
93 abe DeKalb 220 62 ab Coker lOOA-WR 19 be 
92 abe DeKalb 108 62 ab Auburn M 19 be 
92 abe Coker lOOA-WR 62 ab Rex-SL· 17 be 
92 be Deltapine 45 62 ab De ltapi ne 45 17 be 
92 be Stardel 61 be Deltapine SL 17 be 
92 be Auburn 56 60 e DeKalb 220 16 be 
90 e Auburn M 59 Stoneville 7A 13 e 
93 62 20 
3.95 1.38 53.63 
lJ Means for three trials. 
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TABLE 4--(CONTINUED) 
Vari ety Bacterial Blight Incidence Variety Seedling Vi gor Index Var i e ty Height Index 
l\uburn M 2.7 a Deltapi ne SL 2.7 a Coker l OOA-~IR 2 .3 a Stardel 2.7 a Stardel 2.5 a Di xie King II 2 .3 a Coker lOOA-WR 2.7 a Coker lOOA-WR l .8 b DeKalb 108 2 . 2 ab Auburn 56 2.3 ab Rex-SL l. 8 b Empire WR-61 2 . 2 ab DeKalb 220 2.0 ab Stoneville 7A l. 8 b St oneville 7A 2.2 ab 
Deltapine SL l. 7 be Auburn M l. 7 b DeKalb 220 2 .2 ab Dixie King II l. 7 be DeKalb 108 l. 7 b Star del 2.2 ab Delfos 9169 l. 7 be DeKalb 220 l. 7 b Au burn 56 2.1 ab 
DeKalb 108 l. 7 be Auburn 56 l. 7 b Deltapine 45 2.1 ab 
De ltapi ne 45 l.O c Dixie King II l. 5 b Deltapine SL 2 . 0 b Empire VIR-61 l. 0 c Empire vlR-61 1. 5 b Delfos 9169 2.0 b Stoneville 7A l. 0 c Stonevill e 213 l. 5 b Stoneville 213 2.0 b :::0 Stoneville 213 l. 0 c De lfos 9169 l. 3 b DeKalb 220 l. 7 tr1 en Rex-SL 0.0 De ltapi ne 45 l. 3 b Rex- SL l. 7 tr1 
> ~ Mean l. 7 l. 8 2.1 () c.v. % 47.68 24.62 7.59 x 
to 
c 
t-' 
t-' Variety Lodging Index Variety S tonn Res is ta nee Index Variety Seed I ndex ttl >-l 
Empire l·IR-61 l. 6 a Coker l OOA-~IR 2.3 a Empire WR-61 14 . 4 a z Rex-SL l. 6 a DeKalb 220 2.3 a Rex- SL 13 . 6 b \0 ~ De ltapi ne 45 1.4 ab Stonevill e 213 2.3 a Aubu rn M 13. 5 b \0 Auburn M l. 3 abc Dixie King I I 2 . 2 ab Dix ie King II 13 . 4 b Coker lOOA-WR l. 3 abc Stoneville 7A 2. l abc Delfos 9169 13 . 2 b 
DeKalb 108 l. 2 abc Empire WR- 61 2. 0 abc Auburn 56 12 . 6 c Stardel 1 .2 abe Oelfos 9169 2 .0 abe DeKalb 108 12 .4 cd 
Dixie King II 1.2 abc De ltapi ne 45 2.0 abe DeKal b 220 12 . 0 de DeKalb 220 l. l abc DeKalb 108 2.0 abc Coke r l OOA-l·IR 11. 7 ef Stoneville 7A l. l abc Auburn M 2.0 abe Stardel 11. 7 ef Stoneville 213 l.0 be Sta rde l 2.0 abe De ltapi ne 45 ll . 6 ef De ltapi ne SL .9 c Rex-SL l. 9 be Stonevi lle 213 ll .6 ef 
Delfos 9169 . 9 e Deltapine SL l. 8 e Stoneville 7A ll . 5 f Auburn 56 .9 e Auburn 56 l. 4 De ltap i ne SL 10 . 5 
Mean l. 2 2.0 12 . 4 
c.v. % 38 . 61 15 . 31 3 .59 N 
Vt 
TAGLE 4- - ( CONTINUED) N 
°' 
Vdriety Seed Grade Variety Lint Percent Var i ety Lint Index 
Co ker lOOA-l<R 7 .6 a De ltapi ne SL 39 . 5 a Emp i re l<R-61 8 . 2 
Empire \'R-61 7. 6 a Starde l 39.5 a Dixie King II 8. 1 
De lfos 9169 7.4 ab Deltapine 45 39 . 3 a Auburn M 8.0 
Dixi e King II 7 . 4 ab Stonevi ll e 7A 39. 1 a Rex-S L 7 . 8 
DeKalb 220 7.4 ab Stonevi 11 e 213 39 . 1 a Starde 1 7.6 ~ DeKa l b 108 7 . 4 ab Coker lOOA - WR 37.7 b Deltapine 45 7.5 
Stonevil l e 7A 7. l abc Dixie King II 37.6 be Stonevi ll e 7A 7.4 
c;; 
'fl 
Sta1·de l 7.1 abc DeKal b 108 37 . 3 bed Stone vi 11 e 213 7.4 0 
Aubu r n M 7 .l abc DeKa l b 220 37 . 3 bed DeKalb 108 7.4 c: 
Stonev ill e 213 7.0 be Auburn M 37.3 bed Auburn 56 7.3 ;::: 
Auburn 56 6.9 cd Aub urn 56 36.6 cde Coker l OOA- WR 7 .1 > 
Rex-SL 6 . 8 cd Rex-SL 36.5 de DeKalb 220 7 . l C) 
De ltapi ne 45 6.7 cd Emp i re l<R- 61 36 . 2 e. Delfos 9169 7 . 0 ::0 
De ltap i ne SL 6.4 d Delfos 9169 34.8 De ltapi ne SL 6.9 (=) c: 
t"< 
Mean 7 . 1 37.7 7.5 >--l 
c. v. ~{, 6.45 2.52 c: ::0 
> 
t"< 
l:'I1 
Vari e ty Bol l ~Jt. Variety 50% Span Length Variety 2.5% Span Length :><: 'i::I 
tI1 
Emp i re WR-6 1 7 . 3 a Coker l OOA-~JR . 55 a De l fos 9169 1 .1 9 a ::0 
DeKa l b 108 7 .0 ab DeKalb 220 .55 a Coker lOOA-WR 1.16 b ~ 
Auburn M 6.9 ab DeKa l b 108 . 54 ab DeKa l b 220 1. 15 be 
tI1 
z 
Dixie King II 6.8 abc De lfos 9169 .54 ab DeKa l b 108 1. 14 bed >--l 
Rex - SL 6.6 bed Stonevi 11 e 7A .54 ab Stone vi ll e 7A 1.1 4 bed [./) 
Delfos 9169 6 . 6 bed Auburn M . 53 abc De ltapi ne SL l. 13 ede >--l > Auburn 56 6 . 3 cde Stoneville 213 . 53 abc Empire l•R-61 1. 12 de >--l 
DeKa l b 220 6.3 ede De ltapi ne 45 . 53 abc Starde l l.12 de 0 
Stoneville 213 6.2 de De ltapi ne SL . 53 abe Dixie King II 1. ll e z 
Coker l OOA-WR 6.0 e Auburn 56 . 53 abe Auburn M l. ll e 
Stoneville 7A 6 . 0 e Stardel . 53 abe Aub urn 56 1. ll e 
De ltap i ne 45 5 . 8 ef Di xie King II . 52 be Deltapine 45 l. 11 e 
De ltapi ne SL 5 . 7 ef Empire ~JR-61 .52 be Rex-SL 1. ll e 
Starde 1 5.4 f Rex - SL . 51 c Stonevi ll e 213 1. ll e 
Mean 6.4 .53 1.1 3 
c.v . % 7.98 3. 96 2.01 
TABLE 4--(CONTINUED) 
Variety 
Auburn M 
Stoneville 213 
DeKalb 108 
Auburn M 
DeKalb 220 
De ltapi ne 45 
Stoneville 7A 
Dixie King II 
De ltapi ne SL 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Stardel 
Rex-SL 
Empire flR-6 l 
De lfos 9169 
Mean 
c. v. % 
Variety 
Empire \-JR-61 
Stoneville 213 
Dixie King II 
Auburn M 
DeKalb 108 
Deltapine 45 
DeKalb 220 
Auburn 56 
Coker lOOA-flR 
Rex-SL 
Starde l 
De lfos 9169 
Stoneville 7A 
De ltapi ne SL 
Mean 
ex % 
Length-Unifonnity Index 
48 a 
47 a 
47 ab 
47 ab 
47 ab 
47 ab 
47 ab 
47 ab 
47 ab 
47 ab 
46 ab 
46 b 
45 b 
45 b 
47 
3.02 
Colorimeter b 
7.8 a 
7.8 a 
7 .8 a 
7 .8 a 
7.8 a 
7.7 a 
7.7 a 
7.7 a 
7.6 a 
7.6 a 
7. 5 a 
7.5 a 
7.4 a 
7.3 a 
7. 6 
5.18 
Variety 
Stoneville 213 
Stoneville 7A 
Deltapine 45 
Del ta pine SL 
Stardel 
Auburn 56 
Coker 1 OOA-\·JR 
Dixie King II 
Auburn M 
DeKalb 108 
DeKalb 220 
Rex-SL 
De lfos 9169 
Empire 11R-61 
Variety 
Stardel 
DeKalb 108 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Deltapine 45 
Empire \·/R-61 
Oeltapine SL 
DeKalb 220 
Dixie King II 
Stoneville 7A 
Auburn 56 
Rex-SL 
Delfos 9169 
Auburn M 
Stoneville 213 
Mieronaire 
5.2 a 
5. l ab 
5 .0 abc 
4.9 be 
4.9 be 
4.8 ed 
4 . 8 ed 
4.6 de 
4.6 de 
4.6 de 
4.6 de 
4.5 ef 
4. 5 ef 
4.3 f 
4.7 
3.40 
Yarn Strength-22's 
124 a 
120 ab 
120 ab 
ll9 be 
ll9 be 
118 bed 
118 bed 
ll 8 bed 
ll 8 bed 
117 bede 
ll5 ede 
115 ede 
114 de 
113 e 
ll8 
3.70 
Variety 
De ltapi ne SL 
Stardel 
Stoneville 213 
DeKalb 108 
Stoneville 7A 
De ltapi ne 45 
Coker 1 OOA-\-JR 
Auburn 56 
Rex-SL 
DeKa 1 b 220 
Empire HR-61 
Delfos 9169 
Dixie King II 
Auburn M 
Colorimeter Rd 
78 a 
77 ab 
77 ab 
77 ab 
77 ab 
76 ab 
76 ab 
76 ab 
76 ab 
76 ab 
76 ab 
75 b 
75 b 
75 b 
76 
2.07 
to 
tT1 
(/) 
tT1 
> ?:J () 
:r: 
tJ:j 
c: 
r-< 
r-< 
tT1 
..., 
z 
\!) 
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Vari e t y 
Auburn M 
Rex- SL 
Deltapine 45 
Stonevill e 21 3 
DeKa l b 108 
Emp i re 14R-6 l 
Auburn 56 
De ltapi ne SL 
DeKa lb 220 
St arde l 
St oneville 7A 
De lfos 9169 
Coker lOOA- WR 
Di x i e King I I 
Mean 
c. v. % 
Varie ty 
Aubur n 56 
Stonevill e 21 3 
Rex - SL 
St onev i lle 7A 
De lta pi ne 45 
Auburn M 
De ltapi ne SL 
De Ka lb 108 
Di xie King II 
De lfos 91 69 
DeKalb 220 
Empi re flR- 61 
Starde l 
Coker l OOA-fJR 
·Mean 
c. v. % 
TABLE 5--PERFORMANCE AND CHARACTERI STI CS OF VAR I ET I ES GROflN ON HEAVY CLAY , WI LT FREE, 
I RRI GATED SOIL COMBIN I NG YEARS 1963- 65.l/ 
Seed Cotton-Lbs/Ac r e Var i ety Tota l Lint- Lbs /Acre Va ri ety 
2188 a Auburn M 787 a Auburn M 
2158 a De lta pi ne 45 786 a De ltapi ne 45 
2087 ab Rex-SL 763 ab Rex-SL 
201 9 abc Stonevil 1 e 213 749 abc St onevill e 213 
2009 abe DeKalb 108 732 abed DeKa l b 108 
1978 abed Deltap ine SL 727 a bed De ltapi ne SL 
1917 bede Empi r e \olR-61 697 be de Empire flR-61 
1905 bede Auburn 56 692 bede Auburn 56 
1838 cde St arde l 672 cde Stonev i lle 7A 
1792 de DeKal b 220 670 de DeKal b 220 
1786 de Stonevi ll e 7A 648 e f St arde l 
1728 e f Coker lOOA-HR 633 ef Coke r l OOA-WR 
1708 ef De l fos 9169 595 f De lfos 9169 
1580 f Di xie Ki ng I I 580 f Di xi e King I I 
1907 695 
13. 15 13.36 
St and-Hill s/Pl ot Varie t y 1s t Flo;ier- Days from Planti ng Vari ety 
104 a Delfos 9169 72 a Aubu rn M 
103 a b Di x ie King II 70 ab Coke r l OOA- HR 
103 a b Stonevill e 7A 69 be Auburn 56 
100 ab Coker l OOA- WR 69 be Starde l 
100 ab DeKalb 220 68 bed De l fos 9169 
99 a b Stonevi ll e 213 68 bed De ltapi ne 45 
99 a b Deltapine 45 67 cde DeKa l b 108 
99 ab Empire \4R-61 67 ede DeKa l b 220 
98 abc Rex - SL 67 cde Stonevill e 213 
98 abc DeKa lb 108 67 cde St onev ill e 7A 
97 be Starde l 67 cde De ltapi ne SL 
97 be Delta p i ne SL 67 cde Empire l·IR-61 
92 cd Aur urn 56 66 de Rex - SL 
90 d Au burn M 65 e Di x ie Ki ng II 
99 68 
7 .01 3 . 04 
.lf Means for t hree t r i a l s . 
Li nt-Lbs/Acre-1 s t Pick 
758 a 
723 ab 
71 2 abc 
693 abe 
670 bed 
667 bed 
644 ed 
635 cd 
613 de 
610 de 
607 de 
555 ef 
549 ef 
519 f 
640 
14. 17 
Bac t e ri a l Bl i ght Incidence 
2 . 0 a 
1. 3 ab 
1 .3 ab 
1. 3 ab 
1. 0 be 
1.0 be 
. 7 bed 
.3 cd 
. 3 ed 
. 3 ed 
0.0 d 
0 . 0 d 
0 . 0 d 
0 .0 d 
. 7 
47 . 68 
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TABLE 5--(CONTINUED) 
Variety Seedling Vigor Index Variety Height Index Variety Lodging Index 
Stardel 2.5 a Coker 1 OOA-14R 2.3 a Rex-SL 1. 6 a 
Delfos 9169 2.2 ab Dixie King II 2.3 a Dixie King II l. 6 a 
DeKalb 22D 2.2 ab DeKalb 108 2.2 ab Auburn M 1. 4 a 
De ltapi ne SL 2 . 2 ab DeKa 1 b 220 2.2 ab Stonevi ll e 7A 1. 4 a 
Dixie King II 2.0 be Empire WR-61 2.2 ab Coker 1 OOA-l·IR 1. 3 a 
Empire WR-61 2 .0 be Delfos 9169 2.2 ab DeKalb 220 1. 3 a 
Stoneville 7A 2.0 be Stardel 2.1 ab Empire flR-61 1. 3 a 
Auburn M 2.0 be De ltapi ne 45 2.0 ab De lfos 9169 1. 3 a 
Coker lOOA-WR 2.0 be Stoneville 213 2.0 ab Stoneville 213 l. 2 a 
DeKalb 108 1. 8 bed Stoneville 7A 2 . 0 ab De ltapi ne SL l. 2 a 
Stonevi ll e 213 1.8 bed Auburn 56 2.0 ab Stardel 1. 2 a ?d Rex-SL 1. 7 ede De ltapi ne SL 1. 9 be DeKalb 108 1. 2 a t'1 
De ltapi ne 45 l. 5 de Auburn M 1.6 cd De ltapi ne 45 l. 1 a {/) t'1 
Auburn 56 1. 3 e Rex-SL 1. 5 d Auburn 56 1. 1 a > ~ 
Mean 1. 9 2.0 1. 3 
() 
c. v. % 17 .14 13.22 36. ll 
:r: 
b:J 
c 
t""' 
Variety Stonn Resistance Index Variety Seed Index Variety Seed Grade t""' t'1 
.., 
Deltapine 45 2.6 a Empire flR-61 14. 8 a Coker lOOA-WR 7.7 a z 
Stoneville 213 2.3 ab Auburn M 13.9 b Stardel 7.6 ab 
Stardel 2.1 abe Dixie King II 13.8 be De lfos 9169 7. 4 abc 'D .... 
Dixie King II 2.1 abe Rex-SL 13.6 be DeKalb 108 7. 4 abc 'D 
DeKalb 220 2 . 1 abc Del fos 9169 13.4 ed Auburn 56 7.3 abed 
DeKalb 108 2.0 be DeKalb 108 12.9 de Stoneville 7A 7.3 abed 
De ltapi ne SL 2.0 be Auburn 56 12.8 e Dixie Ki ng I I 7.3 abed 
Stoneville 7A 2.0 be DeKalb 220 12.4 ef Empire WR-61 7.3 abed 
Coker lOOA-WR 1. 9 bed Stardel 12.4 ef Stoneville 213 7.2 be de 
Empire WR-6 l l. 9 bed Deltapine 45 12.3 f DeKalb 220 7.1 cde 
De 1 fos 9169 1.8 bed Stonevil l e 7A 12.2 f Deltapine 45 6.9 de 
Rex-SL l. 7 ed Coker lOOA-WR 12 . 2 f Auburn M 6.8 e 
Auburn 56 1. 7 ed Stonevi 11 e 213 12.2 f Rex-SL 6.8 e 
Auburn M 1. 4 d Deltapine SL 10.9 De ltapi ne SL 6.4 
Mean 2.0 12 .8 7.2 
c.v. % 21.34 3 . 57 4.43 
N 
'D 
V" 
TABLE 5- - (CONTINUED) 0 
Variety Lint Percent Variety Lint Index Variety Boll \>it, 
De ltapi ne SL 37.8 a Empire \oJR - 61 7 .8 Dixie King II 7 . 2 a 
Starde l 37.2 ab Dixie King II 7 . 7 Empire \·JR-61 7.0 a 
De ltapi ne 45 37 . 2 ab Auburn M 7.7 Delfos 9169 6.9 ab 
Stonevi ll e 213 36.6 be Deltapine 45 7 . 3 Rex-SL 6.7 abe 
~ Stoneville 7A 36.6 be Rex-SL 7.3 DeKalb 220 6. 7 abc Coker lOOA- \oJR 36. l ed Stardel 7.3 DeKalb 108 6.6 abe en 
Dix i e King II 35.9 ed DeKa l b 108 7. 1 Coker l OOA- \·JR 6 . 3 bed en 0 DeKa l b 220 35.7 ede Stone vil l e 7A 7 .0 Auburn M 6 . 2 ed c:: 
DeKalb 108 35.6 de Stonevil l e 213 7.0 Auburn 56 6 . 1 cd ~ 
Auburn M 35.5 def Coker lOOA-flR 6 . 9 Deltapine 45 6.1 ed :> Auburn 56 34 . 9 ef Auburn 56 6.9 Stonevil l e 7A 5.9 de Cl Rex - SL 34.8 ef DeKalb 220 6.9 Stonevi ll e 213 5.8 de ;o 
Empire \oJR-61 34.5 f De l fos 9169 6.7 De l ta pine SL 5.7 de () 
De l fos 9169 33 . 3 Deltapine SL 6.6 Stardel 5 . 4 e c:: 
r-< 
>-l 
Mean 35.8 7.2 6.3 c 
C. V. % 2.07 8.76 ;o > 
r-< 
tt1 
Variety 50% Span Length Variety 2.5% Span Length Var i ety Length-Un i formity Index ~ 
"O 
tr1 
Del fos 9169 .58 a De lfos 9169 1. 26 a Deltapine 45 48 a ;o 
Coker l OOA-\>JR .58 a Coker l OOA-~JR l. 22 b De ltapi ne SL 48 a :i 
De ltap i ne 45 .5 7 ab DeKalb 220 l.20 be Auburn 56 47 ab tr1 z Auburn 56 . 57 ab Stonevil l e 7A l.19 ed Stone vi 11 e 213 47 ab >-l Deltapine SL .57 ab Deltapine 45 l.1 9 cd Rex-SL 47 ab (/) Stoneville 7A .56 abc Stardel l. 18 ede Auburn M 47 ab >-l 
Rex-SL .56 abe De ltapi ne SL l. 18 ede Dixie King I I 47 ab > 
>-l Auburn M .56 abe Auburn 56 l.1 8 cde Emp i re WR-61 47 ab H 
DeKa l b 220 .56 abe DeKa l b 108 l. 17 de Stonevi ll e 7A 47 ab 0 
Stoneville 213 . 56 abe Rex-SL l.17 de Coker l OOA- \·JR 46 be z 
Di xie King II . 55 be Auburn M l. 17 de Stardel 46 be 
Starde l . 55 be Stoneville 213 l. 17 de DeKalb 108 46 be 
Empire WR-6 l .55 be Dixie King II l. 17 de DeKalb 220 46 be 
DeKalb 108 . 54 e Empire \·IR-61 l.1 6 e De l fos 9169 45 e 
Mean . 56 l.19 47 
c. v. % 3. 87 2.00 2.65 
TABLE 5--(CONTINUED) 
Variety 
Stoneville 7A 
Stoneville 213 
Starde l 
Deltapine SL 
Deltapine 45 
Dixie King II 
DeKalb 220 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Auburn 56 
Auburn M 
DeKalb 108 
De lfos 9169 
Rex-SL 
Empire WR-61 
Mean 
c.v. % 
Variety 
Stardel 
Coker lOOA-WR 
De ltapi ne 45 
Stoneville 7A 
Delfos 9169 
DeKalb 220 
Empire WR-61 
De ltapi ne SL 
DeKalb 108 
Auburn 56 
Dixie King II 
Rex-SL 
Stoneville 213 
Auburn M 
Me3n 
c. v. "/, 
Mieronaire 
5. l a 
4.9 b 
4.8 be 
4 . 8 be 
4.8 be 
4. 7 bed 
4.6 ed 
4. 6 ed 
4. 5 de 
4. 5 de 
4. 5 de 
4 . 3 e 
4 . 3 e 
4. 3 e 
4.6 
4.09 
Yarn Strength-22's 
131 a 
125 b 
123 be 
123 be 
123 be 
123 be 
122 be 
122 be 
l 22 bed 
121 bed 
120 ed 
120 ed 
119 cd 
118 d 
122 
2.95 
Variety 
DeKalb 220 
De ltapi ne SL 
Auburn 56 
Stoneville 7A 
Delfos 9169 
Rex-SL 
Auburn M 
DeKalb 108 
Starde 1 
De ltapi ne 45 
Empire WR-61 
Stoneville 21 3 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Dixie King II 
Co 1 orimeter Rd 
80 a 
79 ab 
78 abe 
78 abc 
78 abc 
78 abc 
78 abc 
78 abe 
78 abc 
77 bed 
77 bed 
77 bed 
76 ed 
75 d 
78 
2.16 
Variety 
Coker l OOA-WR 
Empi r e WR-61 
Di xi e King II 
Auburn 56 
DeKalb 220 
Delfos 9169 
DeKal b 108 
Stonev i lle 213 
De ltapi ne 45 
Stoneville 7A 
Stardel 
Rex-SL 
Auburn M 
Deltapi ne SL 
Colorimeter b 
8 . 6 a 
8 .5 a 
8 .4 ab 
8 . 2 abe 
8 . 2 abe 
8 .D bed 
8. D bed 
7. 9 ed 
7.8 cde 
7. 8 ede 
7. 8 ede 
7. 7 de 
7. 7 de 
7 .4 e 
8 . 0 
4.41 
:::e 
1;l 
tT1 
> 
:OU 
() 
:i: 
tp 
c 
t-< 
r< 
tT1 
>-l 
z 
\0 
,...., 
\0 
\.» 
,...., 
TABLE 6- -PERFORMANGE AND CHARACTERIST ICS OF VARI ETI ES GROWN ON SANDY, FUSARIUM WILT-ROOT KNOT IN FESTED , \.).J IRRIGATED SOIL COMBINI NG YEARS 1963-65_lj N 
Variety Seed Cotton-lbs/Acre Variety Total lint-lbs/Acre Variety Lint-lbs/Acre-1st Pick 
Auburn M 2121 a Auburn M 771 a Auburn M 744 a Auburn 56 2092 a Auburn 56 732 a Auburn 56 664 a DeKalb 108 1604 b DeKalb 108 574 b DeKalb 108 534 b Coker lOOA-\~R 1473 b Coker lOOA-WR 518 be Coker lOOA-HR 495 be Rex-SL 1367 be Del tapine 45 497 be De ltapi ne 45 ~91 be ~ Dixie King II 1362 be Dixie King II 496 be Dixie King II 475 be Deltapine 45 1357 be Rex-SL 479 be Rex-SL 471 be (/) (/) Empire WR-61 1265 be DeKalb 220 449 bed DeKalb 220 427 bed 0 DeKalb 220 1263 be Empire 'JR-61 440 cd Empire WR-61 422 bed c: ~ Stonevi lle 213 1073 e Stoneville 213 397 cd Stonevi 11 e 213 394 cd ~ Delfos 9169 101 2 e Delfos 9169 337 de Delfos 9169 325 de > Stoneville 7A 624 d Stoneville 7A 324 ef Stonevill e 7A 233 ef G'l De 1 ta pine SL 487 de Deltapine SL 185 fg De ltapi ne SL 185 fg ~ r; Stardel 282 e Stardel 110 g Stardel 109 g c: 
t""' Mean 1242 444 426 ..; c: c.v. % 34.18 34.65 35.02 ~ 
> t""' 
Vari ety Stand-Hill s/Plot Variety 1st Flm·1er-Days from Planting Variety Fusarium Wilt-%Wi l ted Plants tI1 x 
"" Stoneville 213 61 a Oelfos 9169 67 a Stardel 85 a tI1 ~ DeKalb 108 60 ab Stoneville 7A 66 ab Stonevil l e 7A 75 ab E:: Auburn 56 60 ab Di xie King II 65 abc De ltapi ne SL 72 be tI1 Oelfos 9169 60 ab Deltapine SL 65 abc Oe lfos 9169 60 ed z Coker lOOA-WR 60 ab Stoneville 213 65 abc Stoneville 213 57 d ..; Rex-SL 59 ab De ltapi ne 45 65 abc DeKalb 220 41 e (/) DeKalb 220 59 ab DeKalb 108 64 bed Rex -SL 37 ef ..; > Auburn M 59 ab Coker l OOA-,JR 64 bed Empire l·IR-61 33 ef >-l Deltapine SL 59 ab DeKa 1 b 220 64 bed Dixie King II 30 ef 0 Stoneville 7A 58 ab Empire WR-61 64 bed De ltapi ne 45 28 f z Empire WR-61 58 ab Rex-SL 63 cd DeKalb 108 27 f De ltapi ne 45 58 ab Stardel 63 cd Coker lOOA-WR 25 f Di xie King II 58 b Auburn 56 63 cd Auburn 56 9 g Stardel 58 b Auburn M 62 d Auburn M 7 g 
Mean 59 64 42 c.v. % 5.89 2.84 34.04 
_1j Means for three trial s . 
TABLE 6--(CONTINUED) 
Variety Bacteria l Blight Incidence Variety Seedling Vigor Index Variety Height Index 
Delfos 9169 0.0 De ltapi ne SL 3.5 a Auburn 56 2.4 a 
Coker lOOA-WR 0.0 Stardel 3. 3 ab DeKalb l 08 2.3 ab 
Stonevi lle 7A 0.0 Stoneville 7A 3.2 abc Coker lOOA-HR 2.3 ab 
Dixie King II 0.0 Dixie King II 3.2 abc Auburn M 2.2 abc 
De ltapi ne 45 0.0 Auburn M 3.0 abed De ltapi ne 45 2. 2 abc 
Stoneville 213 0.0 DeKalb 220 2.8 abcde DeKalb 220 2.2 abc 
Deltapine SL 0.0 Coker lOOA-~IR 2.7 bcde Empire ~IR-61 2. l abed 
DeKalb 108 0.0 Del fos 9169 2.7 bcde Stoneville 213 2.0 abed 
Rex-SL 0.0 Empire HR-61 2.7 bcde Dixie King II 2.0 bed 
Auburn 56 0.0 Stonevi lle 213 2.5 cde Rex-SL 2.0 bed 
DeKalb 220 0.0 DeKalb 108 2. 3 de Delfos 9169 1.8 cd ~.rj Empire WR-61 0.0 De ltapi ne 45 2.2 e Stoneville 7A l. 7 d tI1 Stardel 0.0 Rex-SL 2.2 e Stardel l. 3 e Vl 
Auburn M 0.0 Auburn 56 2.2 e De ltapi ne SL 1.2 e tI1 > ~ 
Mean 0.0 2.7 2.0 () 
c. v. % 21.70 16. 87 :r: 
tp 
c 
t-< Variety Lodging Index Variety Stonn Resistance Index Variety Seed Index t-< tI1 
Delfos 9169 l. 8 a De ltapi ne SL 2.8 a Empire HR-61 15.3 a ::l 
Rex-SL 1. 7 ab Starde l 2.8 a Auburn M 14.4 b z 
DeKalb 220 1.7 ab Deltapine 45 2.6 ab Rex-SL 14. l b \0 
...... 
Empire HR-61 1.6 abc Dixie King II 2.4 abc Dixie King II 13.4 c \0 
Coker lOOA-WR 1.4 abc Stoneville 7A 2.3 abc Delfos 9169 13.3 c 
Dixie King II 1.4 abc Stone vi 11 e 213 2.2 bed Auburn 56 13. 2 c 
DeKalb 108 l. 3 abc Coker lOOA-HR 2. l bcde DeKalb 220 13 . l c 
Stoneville 213 1.2 abc DeKalb 108 2.1 bcde DeKalb 108 13 .0 cd 
Stoneville 7A 1. 2 abc DeKalb 220 2.1 bcde Coker lOOA-HR 12.4 de 
Deltapine SL l . l abc Empire WR-61 2.0 cdef De ltapi ne 45 12 .4 e 
Auburn M 1.1 abc Rex-SL 2.0 cdef Stardel ll. 5 f 
Stardel 1.1 abc Auburn M 1.8 def Stone vi 11 e 213 11. 4 f 
Deltapine 45 1. 0 be Del fos 9169 1. 7 ef Stoneville 7A 11.3 f 
Auburn 56 . 9 c Auburn 56 1.6 f Deltapi ne SL 10 .5 
Mean 1.3 2.2 12.8 
c.v. % 47.33 21.1 3 4.42 
\JO 
\JO 
\fl 
TABLE 6--(CONTINUED) .l>-. 
Variety Seed Grade Variety Lint Percent Variety Lint Index 
Coker IOOA-WR 7.7 a De ltapi ne SL 38. l Empire WR-61 8. 2 
DeKalb 108 7 . 6 ab Stonevi lie 7A 37.6 ab Auburn M 8. I 
DeKalb 220 7.4 abc Stonevi 11 e 213 37.3 abc Dixie King II 7.6 
De lfos 9169 7.3 abc Starde 1 37.2 abc Rex-SL 7 .6 
Dixie King II 7 . 3 abc De ltapi ne 45 36.9 bed Deltapine 45 7 . 3 ; 
Auburn M 7.3 abc Dixie King II 36 .3 cde DeKalb 108 7. 2 V> 
Stoneville 213 7.2 bed Auburn M 36 . l de DeKalb 220 7. 2 V> 
Empire WR-61 7 . 2 bed DeKalb 108 35 . 8 ef Auburn 56 7. l 
0 
c: 
Stoneville 7A 7. l cde DeKalb 220 35.5 ef Stoneville 7A 6 . 8 ~ 
Auburn 56 7. l cde Coker 1 OOA-f/R 35 . 3 ef Stoneville 213 6. 8 
Deltapine 45 6.9 def Rex -SL 34.9 f Coker 1 ODA-WR 6 . 8 > 
Stardel 6 . 8 ef Auburn 56 34.9 f Stardel 6.8 
Cl 
><:I 
Rex-SL 6.7 f Empire fJR-61 34.8 f Delfos 9169 6.6 n 
De ltapi ne SL 6 . 0 De lfos 9169 33.3 De ltapi ne SL 6 .5 c: 
r< 
Mean 7. I 36.0 7 .2 
..-i 
c: 
c.v. % 5.08 l . 73 ::0 > 
r< 
Variety Boll Vlt. Variety 50% Span Length Variety 2.5% Span Length 
tTJ 
x 
'd 
Empire WR-61 7 . 0 a Coker l OOA-WR .56 a De lfos 91 69 l . 21 a 
l:I1 
><:I 
Dixie King II 6.9 a Auburn M .56 ab Coker l OOA-v/R I .20 a ~ 
Auburn 56 6 . 7 ab DeKalb 220 .54 abc DeKal b 220 l. 16 b t'1 
DeKalb 108 6.6 ab Delfos 9169 .54 abc DeKalb 108 l. 14 be z 
Delfos 9169 6.5 abc De Kalb 108 .54 abc De ltapi ne SL 1 . 13 cd 
..-i 
Auburn M 6 . 5 abc De ltapi ne 45 . 54 abc Deltapine 45 1. 13 cd 
r:n 
DeKa I b 220 6.5 abc Auburn 56 .53 bed Dixie King II l. l 3 cd ~ 
Rex-SL 6.4 abc Di xie King II .53 bed Auburn 56 1. 13 Cd ..-i 
Coker l OOA-flR 6 . 1 bed Stoneville 213 . 53 bed Rex - SL 1.13 cd 6 
Stoneville 213 6.0 bed Rex-SL .52 cde Auburn M 1. 12 cd z 
De ltapi ne 45 5.8 cde Empire ~4R-61 .52 cde Stonevill e 7A 1. 12 cd 
Stoneville 7A 5.5 de Deltapine SL .52 cde Stardel 1.1 2 cd 
Deltapine SL 5.2 e Stardel . 51 de Empire WR-61 1. 11 d 
Stardel 5. I e Stonevi II e 7A .50 e Stonevi II e 213 1. 11 d 
Mean 6 . 2 .53 1. 14 
c. v. % 9.28 3 . 79 l. 88 
TABLE 6- - (CONTINUED) 
Va r iety Length - Uni fonni ty Index Variety Miero naire Var i ety Co l orimeter Rd 
Auburn M 48 a Stoneville 213 4.9 a De l fos 9169 76 a 
DeKalb 108 47 ab De ltapi ne 45 4.8 ab Coker 1 OOA-l·JR 75 ab 
Deltap i ne 45 47 ab Dixie Ki ng II 4.8 ab Rex-SL 75 ab 
Stonev ill e 213 47 ab Stoneville 7A 4 . 7 abe Auburn 56 75 ab 
Auburn 56 47 ab DeKa l b 108 4 . 6 bed Stonevi ll e 7A 75 ab 
DeKa l b 220 47 ab DeKa l b 220 4.6 bed Auburn M 75 ab 
Empire WR - 61 46 be Auburn 56 4.6 bed Emp i re HR-6 1 75 ab 
Dixie King II 46 be Coker l OOA-l·JR 4.6 bed De ltapi ne 45 74 abe 
Rex-SL 46 be Aub urn M 4 .5 ed Stone vi 11 e 213 74 abc 
Coker l OOA-14R 46 be De ltap i ne SL 4 . 5 ed Dix i e King II 74 a bc 
Stardel 45 ed Rex - SL 4 . 4 de De ltap i ne SL 73 be ?:' De ltapi ne SL 45 ed Starde l 4 . 4 de DeKalb 220 73 be tI1 
Stoneville 7A 45 ed Delfos 9169 4 . 4 de OeKa l b 108 73 be (/) 
De l fos 9169 44 d Empire HR-61 4 . 2 Stardel 72 e 
tT1 
e > ~ 
Mean 46 4.6 74 
() 
c. v. % 2.58 4 . 26 2.28 
::r: 
to 
c 
" Var i ety Color i meter b Variety Yarn St rength - 22's " tI1 
--1 
DeKa l b 220 8 . l a Starde l 125 a z 
DeKa l b 108 8. 1 a Empire HR-6 1 122 ab 
De ltapi ne SL 7 . 8 ab De ltapi ne SL 121 abc 
\0 
I-' 
Stoneville 213 7.8 ab Di xie King I I 11 8 bed \0 
Stardel 7.8 ab DeKa l b 220 118 bed 
Empire WR-61 7. 7 ab De ltapi ne 45 117 ed 
De l fos 9169 7.6 ab Coker l OOA- WR 11 7 ed 
Auburn 56 7 . 6 ab Oe lfos 9169 11 6 de 
Stonevi l le 7A 7. 6 ab DeKalb 108 115 def 
Coker l OOA- WR 7 . 5 a b Stoneville 7A 11 5 def 
Rex - SL 7.5 ab Rex - SL 112 ef 
Di xie Ki ng I I 7. 5 a b Auburn 56 112 ef 
Auburn M 7.5 ab Stonevill e 213 11 2 ef 
De ltap i ne 45 7 .3 b Auburn M lll f 
Mean 7 . 7 117 
c.v . % 5 . 69 2.99 
·-----
lj.I 
V\ 
Variety 
Auburn M 
Auburn 56 
Rex-SL 
DeKalb 220 
Deltapine 45 
Deltapine SL 
Stonevill e 213 
Empire WR-61 
Stardel 
DeKalb 108 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Delfos 9169 
Di xie King II 
Stoneville 7A 
Mean 
c. v. % 
Variety 
DeKalb 220 
De ltapi ne SL 
Auburn 56 
DeKalb 108 
De ltapi ne 45 
Empire WR-61 
St onevill e 7A 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Stoneville 213 
Delfos 9169 
Di xie King II 
Auburn M 
Rex-SL 
Stardel 
Mean 
c.v. % 
TABLE ?--PERFORMANCE AND CHARACTERI STICS OF VARIET IES GROWN IN LATE-PLANTED (JUNE l) TRIALS ON SANDY LOAM, 
WILT-FREE, IRRIGATED SOIL COMBINING YEARS 1963-65.!/ 
Seed Cotton-Lbs/Acre Var i ety Total lint-Lbs/Acre Vari ety lint-Lbs/Acre-1 st Pick 
2014 a Auburn M 728 a Auburn M 673 a 161 4 b DeKalb 220 569 b Del tapine 45 502 b 1567 be Deltapine SL 567 b Stardel 498 b 1564 be De ltapi ne 45 562 b Rex-SL 497 b 1541 be Stardel 561 b Empire WR-61 495 b 1528 bed Auburn 56 554 be De ltapi ne SL 493 b 1510 bcde Stonevill e 213 547 bed DeKalb 220 492 b 1498 bcdef Rex-SL 542 bed Auburn 56 483 b 1477 bcdef Empire \·JR-61 537 bed Stonevill e 213 483 b 1418 bcdef DeKa lb 108 508 bcde DeKalb 108 438 be 1363 cdef Coker lOOA-WR 494 bcde Coker lOOA-\1R 405 cd 1319 def Dixie King II 482 cde Dixie King II 393 cd 1294 ef Stoneville 7A 474 de Stoneville 7A 375 cd 1289 f De lfos 9169 439 e Delfos 9169 370 d 
1500 540 471 17.41 17. 20 17.48 
Stand-Hill s/Plot Variety l s t Flower-Days from Planting Vari ety Bacterial Blight Incidence 
96 a De lfos 9169 62 a Auburn.M 2.3 a 96 a De ltapi ne 45 61 ab Auburn 56 2.3 a 96 a Di xie King II 60 abc Starde l 1.8 ab 96 a Coker l OOA-l·JR 60 be Coker l OOA-fJR 1.8 ab 95 a Stonevill e 7A 60 be Empi re fJR-61 l. 7 b 95 a Stoneville 213 5g bed Delfos 9169 l. 7 b 95 a Empire WR-61 59 bed DeKalb 108 l. 7 b 95 a Rex-SL 58 cd DeKa lb 220 1. 5 be 95 a DeKalb 220 58 cd De ltapi ne SL l. 5 be 95 a Deltapine SL 58 cd Dixie King II l. 3 be g4 ab DeKa lb 108 58 cd De ltapi ne 45 1. 3 be 94 ab Auburn 56 58 cd Stonevill e 7A 1. 3 be 94 ab Stardel 57 d Stoneville 213 l.O c 92 b Auburn M 55 Rex-SL .3 d 
95 59 l. 5 2.43 2.42 30 . 17 
.!/ Means for t hree trials. 
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TABLE 7- -(CONTJNUED) 
Variety Seedling Vigor Index Vari e ty He ight I ndex Vari ety Lodg ing Index 
De ltapi ne SL 1. 3 a Dixie King II 2. 6 a Rex- SL 2 . 6 a 
De ltapi ne 45 1. 3 a Stoneville 7A 2 . 5 a Empi re WR- 61 2. 1 b 
Stoneville 7A 1. 3 a Delfos 91 69 2 .4 ab Di x i e Ki ng II 2. 1 b 
Stoneville 213 1. 3 a Empire HR-61 2.4 ab Coker lOOA- WR 2 . 0 be 
DeKalb 108 l. 3 a DeKa 1 b 108 2 .4 ab DeKa l b 108 1. 9 be 
Coker 1 ODA-WR 1. 3 a Coke r lOOA- WR 2.3 ab Starde l 1. 9 be 
Auburn M l. 3 a De ltapi ne SL 2 . 3 ab DeKa l b 220 1. 8 bed 
Empi re WR-61 l. 3 a Starde l 2 . 3 ab Auburn M l.8 bed 
Rex-SL 1. 3 a Stonevi 11 e 213 2 .2 ab De l fos 9169 l. 8 bed 
Stardel l. 3 a DeKalb 220 2 . 2 ab Stonev i 11 e 7A l. 7 bcde 
Auburn 56 l. 3 a De 1 ta pine 45 2.2 ab Auburn 56 l.6 cde ?::l DeKa lb 220 l. 3 a Auburn 56 2 . 0 be St onevi ll e 213 1. 6 ede l:Y1 De lfos 9169 l. 2 a Auburn M 1. 7 c Deltapi ne 45 l. 4 de en l:Y1 Di xie King II l. 2 a Rex-SL l. 7 e De ltapi ne SL 1. 3 e :> 
:>:J 
Mean l. 3 2 . 2 1. 8 
() 
:i: c. v. % 9.62 14 . 71 21 .53 tl:I 
c:: 
I"" 
Var i e ty Storm Res i stance Index Vari ety Seed Index Variety Seed Grade I"" l:Y1 
....; 
Stonevi 11 e 213 2. D a Empire WR-61 15.3 a Coker lOOA-WR 7.7 a z Stardel 1. 9 ab Rex-SL 14 .4 b Delfos 91 69 7.6 ab \0 DeKa 1 b 220 1. 9 ab Auburn M 14. l be Stoneville 7A 7 . 6 ab ...... 
'O Deltapine 45 1.8 ab De 1 fas 9169 13. 9 e Empire WR-61 7.4 abe 
Auburn M 1.8 ab Di x ie King I I 13.3 d S t onevi 11 e 213 7 . 4 abe 
Coke r lOOA-WR 1. 8 ab Auburn 56 13. l de Deltapi ne 45 7 . 3 bed 
DeKalb 108 1.7 ab DeKalb 1D8 13.0 def Dixie King I I 7 .3 bed 
Dixie King II l. 7 ab DeKa 1 b 220 12 . 9 def Rex-SL 7 . 3 bed 
De ltapi ne SL 1.7 ab Deltapi ne 45 12 . 7 e f g Stardel 7.2 ede 
Delfos 91 69 1. 6 ab Coke r lOOA- WR 12 . 5 fgh De Kalb 108 7.l de 
Stonevi 11 e 7A 1.6 ab Stoneville 7A 12.3 gh DeKalb 220 7. l de 
Empi r e WR-61 1. 4 b Stonevill e 213 12 . 3 gh Auburn 56 7 .0 ef 
Rex-SL l.4 b Stardel 12. l h Aubu r n M 7 .0 e f 
Auburn 56 l. 4 b De ltapine SL 11.0 De ltapi ne SL 6.8 f 
Mean l. 7 13. l 7 . 3 
c. v. % 23.99 3.53 3 . 40 
V..> 
-J 
'->' TABLE 7--{CONTINUED) 00 
Vari ety Lint Percent Vari ety Lint Index -var:;ety Boll Wt. 
Stardel 37 .2 a Empire \·JR-61 8.0 Empire WR-61 8.2 a De ltapi ne SL 36.6 ab Auburn M 7. 8 Dixie King II 7.4 b De ltapi ne 45 35 .8 be Dixie King II 7. 4 Rex-SL 7.3 be Dixie King II 35.7 be Rex-SL 7.3 Auburn M 6 . 9 bed Auburn M 35.5 ed Starde l 7.2 Delfos 9169 6.9 bed ~ DeKalb 220 35.3 cde Deltapine 45 7. l De Kl ab 108 6.9 bed ..... Ul Stoneville 7A 35. l ede DeKalb 220 7.0 DeKalb 220 6 .7 ede Ul 0 Stonevill e 213 35 .l ede Auburn 56 6.9 Auburn 56 6.7 ede c DeKalb 108 34.8 ede DeKalb 108 6.9 Coker l OOA-WR 6 . 5 def ~ · Coker lOOA-WR 34 . 7 de Stoneville 7 A 6.7 Stonevill e 7A 6.5 def > Auburn 56 34.5 e f Stoneville 213 6.7 Stone vill e 213 6.3 def 0 Empire WR-61 34.3 ef Delfos 9169 6.7 Deltapine SL 6.2 ef ::0 Rex-SL 33.6 f Coker 1 OOA-11R 6.6 Deltapine 45 6.2 ef n Delfos 9169 32.4 De ltapi ne SL 6.4 Starde l 5 . 9 f c 
r< 
.., Mean 35.0 7 .1 6 . 8 c c. v. % 2.57 8.75 ::0 ;:i.. 
I""' 
trl Vari ety 50% Span Length Variety 2.5% Span Length Vari ety Length-Uniformity Index :>< 
>o 
tI1 Delfos 9169 .59 a Delfos 9169 1.28 a Dixie King II 48 a ::0 
..... Coker lOOA-WR .58 ab Coker lOOA-WR l. 22 b De ltapi ne 45 48 a ~ De ltapi ne SL . 57 abc Stonevill e 7A l.19 e Auburn M 48 a tI1 z De ltapi ne 45 .56 bed Deltap ine SL l.19 e Coker l OOA-WR 47 ab .., Rex-SL .56 bed DeKalb 108 l.1 9 c Deltapine SL 47 ab Ul Dixie King II . 56 bed DeKalb 220 l.18 ed Rex-SL 47 ab .., Empire WR-61 .56 bed Rex-SL l.18 ed Auburn 56 47 ab ;:i.. Stoneville 7A . 56 bed Empire WR-61 l.18 ed Empire WR-61 47 ab :j DeKalb 108 . 56 bed Stardel l.17 ede Stoneville 7A 47 ab 0 Starde l . 56 bed Deltapine 45 l.17 ede Sta rde l 47 ab z St one vi 11 e 21 3 .55 ed Stonevi 11 e 213 l.16 ede DeKalb 108 47 ab Auburn 56 . 55 ed Dixie King II l.16 ede Stoneville 213 47 ab DeKalb 220 . 55 ed Auburn 56 1.15 de Delfos 9169 46 b Auburn M .54 d Auburn M l.14 e DeKalb 220 46 b 
Mean .56 l.18 47 c. v. % 4.07 l. 89 2 . 82 
TABLE 7--(CONTINUED) 
Variety 
Stardel 
De ltapi ne SL 
Stoneville 213 
Auburn 56 
Auburn M 
Stoneville 7A 
De ltapi ne 45 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Dixie King II 
DeKalb 220 
DeKalb 108 
Rex-SL 
Delfos 9169 
Empire WR-61 
Mean 
c.v. % 
Variety 
Stardel 
DeKalb 108 
Dixie King II 
Deltapine SL 
Coker lOOA-WR 
Deltapine 45 
Empire WR-61 
DeKalb 220 
Auburn 56 
Delfos 9169 
Stoneville 213 
Rex-SL 
Stoneville 7A 
Auburn M 
Mean 
c.v. % 
Mieronaire 
4.6 a 
4.5 ab 
4.5 ab 
4. 4 abe 
4.4 abe 
4.4 abe 
4.4 abe 
4.3 be 
4.2 ed 
4. 2 ed 
4.2 ed 
4 . 2 ed 
4.0 d 
4.0 d 
4.3 
4.67 
Yarn Strength-22's 
128 a 
122 b 
121 b 
120 be 
120 be 
120 be 
119 be 
119 be 
119 be 
118 be 
118 be 
118 be 
117 be 
116 e 
120 
3.52 
Variety 
Empire WR-61 
Delfos 9169 
Rex-SL 
DeKalb 220 
Coker lOOA-~IR 
Stardel 
DeKalb 108 
Dixi e King II 
Stoneville 7A 
Auburn 56 
De ltapi ne SL 
Deltapi ne 45 
Auburn M 
Stoneville 213 
Colorimeter Rd 
79 a 
79 a 
78 ab 
78 ab 
78 ab 
78 ab 
78 ab 
78 ab 
78 ab 
78 ab 
78 ab 
77 b 
77 b 
77 b 
78 
1. 40 
Variety 
Dixi e Ki ng II 
Stone vi 11 e 213 
Auburn 56 
DeKalb 108 
De Ka 1 b 220 
Stoneville 7A 
Empi re vJR-61 
Delfos 9169 
Rex-SL 
Auburn M 
Coker 1 ODA-WR 
De ltapi ne SL 
Stardel 
De ltapi ne 45 
Colorimeter b 
8.4 a 
8.3 ab 
8. l abe 
7. 9 bed 
7. 9 bed 
7 .8 bed 
7. 8 bed 
7.8 bed 
7.8 bed 
7. 8 bed 
7 . 8 bed 
7. 7 cd 
7 . 6 cd 
7 . 5 d 
7.9 
4.14 
?:' 
tl1 
Vl 
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